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These two Brahmanas are actually Sure- 
svara’s exposition of Sankara’s Bhasya 
on the hrst chapter of the Brhadaranya- 
kopanisad. They form a sequel to his 
almost independent treatise, The Samhan- 
dhavdrtika, wherein he has dwelt upon 
the doctrine that ritual is also useful to 
one in one’s effort to attain liberation, for 
it purifies first the intellect and then’ the 
individual self, thereby paving way to the 
rise of the knowledge about the reality, i.e. 
to liberation. He then turns to explain— 

following the Brlmddranyakopanisad itself_ 

how the horse sacrifice, the most promi¬ 
nent among the various rituals, becomes 
useful to one in attaining the know¬ 
ledge about the reality: this on the 
basis of (i) the Upanisadic sentences 
vidyayd vd karmand vd and tadd haital 
lokajid^ eva and (ii) Sankara’s statement 
that Asvamedha secures for one the reward 
in the attainment of the knowledge of 
collectivity _and individuality of the one 
Real, viz. Atman {samastivyasUphalatva). 
This forms the beginning of Brahmavidya 
‘the lore of the Brahman’. Naturally, it 
egins with the explanation of transinigra- 
tory or worldly existence of an individual 
and the statement that the pursuit of this 
ritual as worship of the deity Aditya (or 
variously called as Agni and Arka) leads 
one to the knowledge of the Hiranya- 
garbha, the first and subtlest manifestation 
of the Brahman-^thus, it forms the first 
step of one to liberation. * 
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PREFACE 


The thought of undertaking a translation of tlie entire Brhaddra- 
nyakopaiiisdbhdsyavdrtika (Vartika) of Suresvara arose in our 
mind when Dr. Hino completed liis translation of the Dialogue 
of Yajhavalkya and Maitreyi [(first) in the form of liis Ph.D. 
Dissertation] wliich occurs in the Brhaddranyakopanisad in 2.4 
and 4.5. Consequently, we began our translation of tlie Vartika 
2.5 called Madhubrdhmana since it has an inseparable connection 
with the topic of Dr. Hino’s work, as its complement. We thus 
happened to begin with the ending portions of the Madhukanda* 
winch forms first two chapters of the Brhaddranyakopanisad. Now 
we turn to its beginning, viz. Vartika 1.1 and 2 called respectively 
A§vabrdhmana and Aivanudhabrdhniana. These two form a bridge as 
it were between the ritualistic {karmakdnda) and philosophical 
{jhdnakdnda) portions of the Satapathabrdhmana. Also, succeeding 
the Sambandhavartika wliich fully develops the brief introductory 
of Sankara to his Bhasya on the Brhaddranyakopanisad and is more 
or less an independent work of Suresvara, it brings out in great 
detail Sankara’s thought in his Bhasya on the Upanisadic text 
proper. 

Of course, it is needless to state, we follow the same method of 
translation etc. as in Dr. Hino’s Dialogue of Taj hav alky a and Maitreyi 
in the Vartika and our Madhubrdhmana wliich is already published 
in 1988. 

Seki-Gifu {Japan) Shoun Hino 

\bth March 1989 K.P. Jog 


*Cf. Brhaddranyakavdrtikasdra ofVidyaranya 1.1.3: brhaddranyake 
kdndatrayam adyam madhu smrtam. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Though the first two Brahmanas in the Vartika are called 
A§vabrdhmana and Aivamedhabrdhmana^ we could call tliem both by 
one single name A^vamedhabrdhmana inasmuch as the two of tliem 
together have but one aim^ viz. explaining the general purport 
of Sankara’s Bhasya wliich is revealed from a rather longish quo¬ 
tation from the same : 



c c 

*TR?T«rJi T^HTq?nw I hhr?0^ 

cTI^q' 5TTf5[f5%fsrfflft^Tfk- 

c c 

sfrnfk: I 

q> I <g<rnq<-c q q ; I *Ta3TTMvr<fciyiSR 

arfeqaiqf^tfa uafetm \ ^ i 

(PelI 5Ti*i^q^ 

snf^qiHq I a«n ^ waq ‘snrHm'ift fanf? i 

‘fgf^sr qnf lanar i . ^ £n7fsmq>T5T6trfa- 

snfea: I qq ^^Trfaspxfatnfq^qqat smfsnx- 

^sRfax ^xarxTxfaafq^qqi^f^TixT i 


vSnirr y ihcMn I 

aVsnsi^TTfea^fa^ifa: 3xx?qfa faqi ' ^7<yq) ?XTsaTdqgr^>- 

saTfe^H?atsa4 irOHx^gTqa^aTfasxTfa^^ a^qrtaa^faOT- 
Rfwqrxrqfqfaisr^TT^x^ i 

gr^ f^xapx srqtsiaxT i qciro^t 

axrsxqxrx^^awta faffiHX^afi?T5TTf«rT: ‘fa?nTT ax qaxiiT ^’, 
‘a^aecTtafa^’ Wcaa^nfa^ifa^x: i 


























xiv Suresvara’s Vdrtika on AJva and Asvamedha Brah. 


mana 


^ % I ^ I q^i^ q ^ 

I fqinq^T^ 'qrrqmq \ ^ ?nnqq- 

\ q^fqt ^ q qijm f 
q:qf?q%q: | qqftjcqfesrrfcqqi^ij^gj^ I 

rr?q sntqrq qqqjqoii ^HTTfqqqcqqq^T- 

HTqq I qqT g q^lfqnqfq qj^nTOqrqr q ^q '^NH | 

!raf5^T?ia5 9»iW5nm ^ BnSarart ifw;’ jfit ftw 
? 5fai ^raromtiraanfSTOntijSfin 

^^^^sqTq^qq!qf™3fts,jfv r _ " " 
^'S^r^^q^qrqfqqfirfH^^^ 3Tq>s?qTf^. 

?f^q^TTVq^ ,, 

It is not necessary for our 

tWs pas»ge here, ye, fte ,ubL/croflT‘“° *' 

Generally one performs the rit^T ^^^kara’s argument is: 
texts; these performances by on^scriptural 
performing these, one does not ^ .^^’^ked by desires. Wltile 
Upamsads, the concluding portion°^^^ ^'^^-cWngs of the 
fore, attains worldly prosperity and /1 t^ere- 

happy abode in the heaven A^ala after death, a 

the teachings of the Upanisads on > understood 

way for the knowledge of’the’non d' f n then the 

one and this knowledge sects foTo^ , - -P-ed for 
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^ 1^'^ M I t«-d^ ^ 5 


—ncWT?^ I 
^ qnrfjg^sr: | ^Rdcqfe 5n fi^Hr<=)e l C^q ^ 

an^HPr ?T?nTfaw3T^si^qrw \ h'^tt ^ 

^^rfJTcqfir <T;5T?7?PTFn I 


Sankara points to the significance of the knowledge of the 
Real (i.e. Bralunan), viz. it directly secures liberation as an 
alternative for performance of ritual wliich, as stated above, 
leads only to the purification of dtta tlrat is a step towards libera¬ 
tion. Even the knowledge of the Asvamedha, viz. the awareness 
of the nature of the ritual and its result as some (i.e. gross or 
subtle—the former more) manifestation of dre Real (i.e. Brah¬ 
man) and not necessarily the performance of the ritual is a means to 
liberation. This view of Sankara finds support in die Sruds: 
Satapathabrdhmana 10.4.3.9; BU 1.3.28 and Taittiriya Sariihitd 
5.3.12.2. 

Tills is, in fact, the purport of the first two Brahmanas. Yet 
the two Brahmanas refer respectively to (i) the dravya etc.i and 
(ii) the devatd viz. Agni. 

They lefer to the Upasana ^worship’ of the Brahman in its 
nianifest form. Thus, 

(i) the first Brahmana refers to the Upasana of the horse and 
its limbs to be molested in the sacrifice, and the two grahas con¬ 
tained in golden and silver cups, called Mahima-^m/ear; 

(ii) the second Brahmana refers to the Upasana of Agni. 

It is then maintained that these two Upasanas, which are really 
but one Upasana as discussed in BUBV 1-2.211-218, result into 
the Upasaka’s becoming one with Hiranyagarbha or Sutratman 
the prim.e sacrificer, and finally being liberated from every body 
as stated in BUBV 1.2.219-227. 

Yet, before coming to the conclusion of 1.2, the seer of the 
Upanisad has found it necessary to discuss how the common 
performer of aii Asvamedha sacrifice dies and then becomes 
owing to the merit {apurva or dharma), one with the prime sacri- 
ficer, who is a manifest (diough minutest) form of the Braliman 
owing to overpowering Maya ‘Ignorance about the ultimate 
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reaUty’, how this death is different from the common death, and 
how subsequently even this prime sacrificer, who will have over 
come this Ignorance, becomes one with the Brahman. All tliis 
discussion necessarily implies the Satkaranavada (of Sankara s 
system of philosophy) and therefore affords Suresvara an occasion 
to discuss the kdrana-kdrya relation between the ultimate reality 
and the human body which through sacrifice becomes one with 
that of the prime sacrificer and finally secures ultimate release 
from bondage, or, in other words, the resultant oneness wdth the 
formless Brahman. Again, in the course of this discussion, Sui es- 
vara has found it necessary to discuss some views, particulaily 
the views regarding cause and effect relation, of the logicians and 
followers of some of the Buddhist schools. Further, it has become 
necessary for him to explain how. the prime sacrificer, Prajapati, 
is known by other names, Agni, Arka, Aditi and Mrtyu in 
fact, this is the principal topic of discussion in BU^BUB and 
BUBV. 

It is obvious from the preceding that BU and, therefoic, 
BUBV (1.1 and 1.2) do not involve into any detailed examina¬ 
tion of various philosophical positions. They only make certain 
assertions whose examination in every detail follows in later 
sections of the two works. 

Here, a few words are necessary in connection with Suresvai a s 
work on BUB which is called Vartika ‘an examination of what 
is said, unsaid or wrongly said (in the work, viz. Bhasya, under 
comment)’^, in other words, a Vartika -fully develops even the 
implied thoughts in the- work (and also occasionally modihes 
them)’. In BUBV 1.2.57-64 Suretyara has felt the need for bringing 
out the full import of Sankara’s comment sddr§ydd anvayadarianarii 
na kdrandnuvrtter iti cen na (BUB p. 21). Here ‘Sankara has omitted 
to give the argument of the opponent which is based on the 
supposition that the relation of cause and effect can only be appre¬ 
hended by comparison.’^ In connection with this, Anandagiri’s 
comment on BUB finds a basis in Suretyara’s explanation in the 
BUBV. Again, Suretyara offers in BUBV 1.2.149 an etymological 
explanation of the name Arka, though BUB does not say anything 
in respect of the same. Also noteworthy is Suretyara's comment 
on katham abkivyaktilingatvdd abkivydktilingam asyeti ... (BUB p. 22) 
in BUBV 1.2.81-87. These are'examples of examination of what is 
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unsaid {anukta) in the Bhasya; here he clarifies the implication 
in the comment by Sankara. 

Yet more interesting is BUBV 1.2.170-171 which expresses 
Suresvara’s own view regarding the connection between BU 
1.2.1-3 and 1.2,4. This is entirely beside the view of Sankara 
and can be called as Suresvara’s udbhdsya writing. 

Attention can be invited to BUBV 1.2.146 wherein Suresvara 
controverts Sankara’s comment on dpo "jdyanta (BUB pp. 29-30 on 
BU 1.2.1) and ofTers his own explanation. This can be considered 
as duruktacintd. 

Incidentally, a case may be pointed out where Suresvara 
shows some difference of opinion with Sankara ; that is his inter¬ 
pretation of tayd vded (BU 1.2.5). It reveals his independent 
outlook. 

This brief notice of a fairly small portion of BUBV should 
raise a scholar’s hope to find in the remaining part of the work 
more data for determining the value of Suresvara’s contribution 
to Sankara’s school of Vedanta. 

While concluding this brief introduction, it is only imperative 
first to make some general observation regarding BU 1.1-2. These 
tw'^o Brahmanas reveal that the Brahmanical tendency to assert 
the identity of what might be called as two (almost entirely) 
unconnected dungs — this is described as expression of Bandhuta 
Plulosophy — paves way to the convenient m.eans of die Vedanta 
for abstracting one’s mind from the worldly life, concenti'ating 
for some time on some non-Brahman thing, and then later on the 
Brahman itself. Upasanas prescribed in BU 1.1-2 thus mark the 
source of the gradual steps for a seeker of the Brahman. The 
Prajapati or Hirnyagarbha is identified in BU 1.1-2 as Asva, 
Arka, Samudra, Aditi, Mrtyu, Aditya; all these displaying the 
various manifestations {iidmarupdbhydm vydkarana) of the Brah¬ 
man. Mrtyu however is the most important of them, for Mrtyu 
in ordinary life is death, die cessation of an active worldly body. 
However, here in the BU, Mrtyu is the first and the . minutest 
manifestation of the Brahman—a sacrificer with all pure 
thoughts, free from almost all influence of Maya, and nearmost 
to the state of the Brahman. This is why die BU which succeeds 
the ritual portion of the ^atapathabrahinana has time and again 
stressed on the need for a human being to endeavour to become 
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one with Mrtyu {mrtyvdtmabhdva) ; of course, only by \vay of 
concession to those who look upon rituals as ancillary to attaining 
the knowledge of the Brahman. Mrtyu is thus in this context cessa¬ 
tion of the cycle or chain of worldly life. 

And, now, we should express deep sense of indebtedness to the 
commentaries SdstraprakdHkd and Nydyakalpalatikd^ without tlie 
help of which there could have resulted on our part only 
frustration with regard to the knotty problems wliich Surcsvara’s 
Vartikas present time and again. 


Notes: 

^kdla, loka and other elements connected with the Asvamedha 
sacrifice. 

^Cf. Rajasekhara’s definition: uktdnuktaduruktacintd vdrttikamj 
Kdvyamimdrhsd^ p. 5, lines 7-8 (Gaekwad’s Oriental Series No. 
1, Baroda: 1934). 

^Cf. The Twelve Principal Upanisads, 21 (E. Roer, vol. 2, 
Madras : 1931 ): [ 






BRHADARANYAKOPANISAD- 

BHASYA-VARTIKA 

(BUBV 1.1 ) 

Asvabrdhmana 


MTU 

To begin with, there is in the beginning of the Upanisad 
discussed (lit. mentioned) the worsliip (lit. seeing^) wliich 
has the horse as its object, because it is the means, firstly, 
for being the means to obtain the nature (or the status) of 
Prajapati^ and, secondly, because it is marked by the name 
‘a horse’. [ 1 ] 

^This refers to the Upasana connected with a horse, viz. the 
Asvamedha sacrifice, and consequently ^Yith Fire in its various 
forms wliich are mentioned in the last portions of BUBV 1.2. 
Gf. also BUBV 1.2.1; 220. 

^Tliis is a reference to the first manifest form, the most minute 
one, of the Braliman, viz. Hiranyagarbha, wliich is discussed in 
BUBV 1.2 at length. 

[Tliis gives the meaning of the Upanisadic sentence iisd vd 
asvasya Hrah (BU 1.2.1). The second line explains the BU sentence 
suryas caksur ...] 

One should tliink (i.e. meditate on) that what is (i.e. 
knov^s as) the head of a horse^ is tlie directly perceptible 
Usas. (Thus) should one- entertain (further) the notions 
of kdla etc.^ in respect of the (different) limbs of the horse 
(of the sacrifice). [ 2 ] 
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iThe horse refers to the horse of the Asvamedha sacrifice. 

^It is known in the Upanisad that while getting to know the 
Brahman one has first to understand some manifest object as the 
Brahman and later does one gradually come to realize the nature 
of the nameless, formless, qualityless Brahman. Therefore, there 
is in the beginning mention made of the worship of some object, 
e.g. Asvamedha etc., which is to be connected with the knowledge 
of the Brahman {jfidnakarmasamuccaya), Cf. BUBV 1.3.1-3; BS 
4.1.6. Read: utkrstadrstir hine sydt —^BVS p. 181, verse 19. Also 
BSB 4.1.5: brahmadrstir evddityddisu sydt — kasmdtlutkarsdtlevam 
utkarsenddityddayo drstd bhavanti, 

^The word ‘etc.’ refers to other aspects connected with the 
Asvamedha sacrifice. 




n ^ w 


Since the animal (viz. horse) is to be sanctified (for the 
performance), one should entertain such notions (as kdla 
etc.) in respect of its (different) limbs. (However) since 
kdla etc. are not the parts of the sacrifice, therefore enter¬ 
taining the notion of them as a horse (or its limbs) is not 
sought to be prescribed (by the !§ruti).^ [ 3 ] 


^Such notion is set aside by BS 4.1.6: ddityddimataya§ cdnga 
upapatteh. 




One should entertain the notions of kdla etc. in respect of 
the limbs of the horse (of the sacrifice) when the horse etc. 
are present (i.e. actually connected with the rituaB). But 
when there is no presence of a horse and its limbs^ one 
should entertain (the notions) only after imagining one’s 
own body^ as that of a horse. [ 4 ] 

^SP points out that this has a reference to the performance of 
the Asvamedha by one who is entitled to undertake it. 
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^This is in respect of one who is not entitled to the perfor¬ 
mance of the sacrifice. 

^The word dtman refers to the body (SP). Read BVS p. 181, 
verse 18: 

updsanasya svdtantrydt karmanadhikrto ^pi caj 
inanasd kalpayitvd^varh virddrupena cmtayetjl 

N 

^ u ^ w 

And the wise Brahmana^, even though a non-performer 
of the Asvamedha, who knows about the performance of 
the sacrifice, the horse and the fire wliich is to be collected 
(from whatever house of (a fire worshiper)—all (this) as 
Prajapati, Arka, the result of the (performance of the) 
Asvamedha sacrifice), and Mrtyu as stated (in the later 
portion of the text) secures oneness with liim (Mrtyu or 
the Sutratman)^ on (knowing) ‘I am the soul of the 
sacrifice, Mrtyu’. [5-6] 

^Brahmana indicates Ksatriya and Vaisya who also are 
eligible for the performance of the Asvamedha. 

“SP refers to the view that entertaining the various notions 
which are considered as the objects of different Upasanas would 
bring in here a vdkyabheda ‘prescription of more things than one by 
only one sentence’ and then it points out that since these (so 
called Upasanas) have but one result and not various results, 
there is no vdkyabheda'^ all these notions go to form but one 
Upasana. 

([ \3 M 

The sentence in the Sruti (lit. in what is heard text) ahar vd,.. 
has a reference to the two cups (in the performance of the 
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Asvamedha sacrifice containing the offering material), 
one made of gold and the other of silver, wliich are taken^ 
before and after molesting the horse in the sacrifice, and 
called Mahiman. [ ^ ] 

^Read SP: grafio havanlyadravyayuktapdtravi§esa}i\tayor gralio 
mantrasan'iskrtayor upaddnamj {gralio is grahanam ‘drinking (from it’ )) 

'O o 

II eil 

(In the sentence samudra eva) the locative case is to be 
understood by interchange for the nominative [ B ] 

(thus giving rise to the sense:) ‘Let the sea^ be known as the 
Lord.’ The v^ovdyoni is used here for (conveying the sense:) 
the source or cause. (This is so) because the Lord liimself 
is, for this Sastra, the source of all (the universe). [ 9 ] 

^SP gives the derivation of samudra thus: samutpadya bhutdni 
dravanty asminn iti. Incidentally, after explaining the meaning of 
yoni ‘source’, SP adds: bandhu§abdasydpy ayam evdrtliahl tatra (i) 
yonitvam utpddakatvam (ii) bandkutvarh sthdpakatvam (iii) samudrdtd 
vildpakatvam iti bhedahj He thus refers to utpatti. sthiti cvrxdpralaya. 
Cf. BS 1.1.2 \janmddy asyayatahj 


11 iti prathamddhydyasya prathamam asvabrdhmanarh sanidptamf j 








BRHADARANYAKOPANISAD- 

BHASYA-VARTIKA 

(BUBV1.2) 

Asvainedha Brdhmaua 


w^w 

Now is stated the origination of fire which is useful for (the 
performance etc. of) the Asvamedha. (Then) Avith the 
intention to prescribe the worsliip (lit. seeing) of it, it is 
desired (to state) its origination for the sake of praise. [ 1 ] 

After stating the Upasana ‘worsliip’ connected with the 
Asvamedha and particularly the two Maliimagrahas, the text now 
states about the worship of fire; cf. SP 1.1.1 and BUBV 1.2.220 
below. The pliilosopliical purpose is pointed out here. The words 
of the BU 7iaive/ia...do not have any reference to fire, yet it indi¬ 
cates the worsliip of fire. We do not take fire in the sense of the 
element. What is meant is the fire used for the performance of 
the Homa. Read SP: agnidarsanasya vidhatum istasya vidhyartiiam 
agnistutiphald tadiitpattir istalsuddliajaiimatvad iitkrstatvendyam iipdsyo 
rajadivad ity art/iahl 

qrRtjt )) 

c\ o N 

(Verses 2-5 are an objector’s view on the non-existence of both 
the cause and the effect. Verses 2 and 5 are the opinion of the 
Sunyavadin and verses 3 and 4, of the Asatkaryavadin.) 

Whatever is here accepted (lit. thought) as the cause has a 
name and a form. (But that) did not exist before its origi- 
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' nation, (this we say) since there is a mention (in the 
Sruti) of the origin of Prana etc.^ [ 2 ] 

Here the Sunyavadin, who holds that there is total absence 
of any cause and its effect, argues that the Sruti says: ‘Prana 
was born’, cf. verse 142 below. This means that it was not existent 
before for the reason that formerly the cause and the effect were 
not existent. 

^SP: prdnali suksmahprapancahjddisabdah sthulaprapancdrthahl 

[Verses 3 and 4 are views of the Asatkaryayadin and verse 
5 makes an answer to these two by the Sunyavadin.] 

If, on account of its having origination, an effect is rejected 
(as existing) before its origination, then the cause could 
not be rejected just because it has not originated. [ 3 ] 

A view of another Purvapaksin, who is Asatkaryavadin—a 
follower of Kanada—is stated in this verse. He holds that the cause 
and the effect both did not exist before the creation of the effect; 
only the cause existed; tliis points to the purposelessness of the 
Sruti statement: naiveha. , \ q^. SP: siddhasadhyatvenasatkaryavadi 
dusayati. According to this Purvapaksin, Agni’s origination is 
acceptable, because it did not exist before. However, its cause 
did exist, since its origination has not been mentioned. 

So also, owing to the non-perception (of the effect), let 
there be (accepted) the non-existence of the effect alone. 

The absence of the cause however does not follow, because 
of the impossibility of these two reasons (in respect of it)^. [ 4 ] 

^Aiiupalabdhi ‘non-perception’ is another Pramana for acce- 
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pting the non-existence of’fire before its origination. However, in 
respect of its cause, Anupalabdlii does not hold good; the Sruti 
clearly states its existence in vdyor agnili etc. 

n K u 

(The Sunyavadin says:) ‘But on account of the non¬ 
perception of all this (viz. both the cause and the effect), 
do not say so, since the Sruti passage naivcha kimcana...h3.s 
declared the absence (lit. concealment) of (both) the cause 
and the other (viz. the effect). [^ ] 

Though the followers of Kanada said that only the effect did 
not exist before its origination and the cause did exist, 
the Sruti contradicts then view on the basis of the Sruti naiveha 
kimcana. Tliis is the answer of the Sunyavadin. 

Tliis concludes the statement of the view(s) of the Purva- 
paksins. 

O N 

11 ^ II 

CO 

[ Verses 6-10 are an answer to the views of the Purvapaksins. ] 

(This is) not so, because the SrutP itself wliich has (full) 
regard (for the following statement:) mrtywiaiva.,., has 
declared the existence of (both) the cause and the effect 
in clear terms. [ b ] 

^The Sruti pertains to the object which is unmanifest and 
which has no name and form. Further that Sruti, which is contro¬ 
verted by the Purvapaksins, and the subsequent Sruti, viz. 
mrtyimaiva..., delcare the existence of both the cause and the 
effect. In the earlier part of the Sruti is stated the non-existence 
of the cause and the effect but in the later, the existence of both. 


CO c 

?Fh ii vs n 
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If both of these (i.e. the cause and the effect) did not exist 
before, the Sruti would not have declared all this (that is 
called) effect as covered by the cause, viz. Alrtyu.^ [ 7 ] 

^This verse explains BUB yadi hi kimcid api ndsid yendvriyate 
yac cdvriyate tadd ndvaksyan mrtyunaivedam dvrtam ili / This points to 
the existence of both the cause and the effect even before the 
latter originated from the former. The next verse explains the 
significajice of the word mrtyu. 


§ ii i; u 

II 5. M 

c o 

In the case of the effects such as Prana, body^ etc., the 
Supreme Lord (i.e. the maker) is Samudra. It is also (the 
great) relative, the cause, the Atman—it is only He who 
is mentioned here by the term Airtyu. [ 8 ] 

The Brahman, which is of the nature- of mere knowledge, 
and who?e nature is not known, is indeed but Mrtyu in 
the case of whatever has birth, since there in that occurs 
the merger of all that is effect. [ 9 ] 

Verses 8 and 9 explain the significance of the term Mrtyu. 
t does not mean ‘Death’ as commonly understood. Reference 
IS made here to samudra evdsya ba7idhuh samudra evdsya yonih which 
IS at the end of 1.1 above. The words bandhu and kdrana are 
synonymous. 

^prana and pinda reler to the collective and the individual 
forms. 

The word sataitva varansydthdtmya (NKL). 

HcSffrTCj xT 'g I 
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Whatever existent obtains under our eyes (i.e. is directly 
perceptible) has an existent as its origin, an existent as its 
support and an existent as its abode/ because anytliing else 
than the existent^ is not known. [ 10 ] 

^The verse seeks to establish that all that is existent has 
originated in some existent. Thus it affirms its acceptance of 
Satkaryavada. 

^Tliis is non-existent {asat) which could be imagined by one 
as the origin of what is directly perceptible existent. 

\\<\<\\\ 

[Verses 11-16 explain why there does not obtain any non¬ 
existent which is the origin as hinted in verse 10 above. ] 

Here one would ask whether or not a non-existent stands 
apart from (i.e. is distinct from) an existent and?, in case 
it is distinct, is the non-existent itself not extant or what 
is (called) non-existent is extand? [11] 

^If a non-existent is considered to be distinct from an existent, 
then it must have some distinguishing property which does not 
allow it to remain a non-existent: cf. SP : asad api sad eva sydd 
bhedadharmitvdd ghatavat / 

Here (in tliis world) there does not obtain a non-existent 
apart from an existent on its own strength (lit. greatness), 
since all (that is existent) expects (i.e. depends upon) 
another existenP (as its origin, its support and its abode). 

But whatever is existent does not expect any other (origin, 
sujDport or abode).^ [12] 

^This is said with the view that there is no possibility of 
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accepting any such discrete objects as existent and non-existent. 

^This argument proceeds from the notion: An existent is 
different from a non-existent, which is different in nature. The- 
answer refers to the existent, viz. the Brahman, which is self- 
luminous; it does not expect the denial {apoha) of any non¬ 
existent. 

^ rl d IH 11 


If it is held that the non-existent does not exist apart from 
the existent, then let that be accepted as an existent. 
Why does it get the character of a non-existent, since 
(i.e. if) it is supported^ in what has the nature of the 
existent. [13]^ 

^This more or less means ‘is identical with’. 


M 


(Then) since they exist apart from each other, the two are 
not of the nature of each other and, since they are opposed 
to each other (in nature), they do not have any mutual 
relation as (there does not exist any) between heat and 
cold. [14] 


In the previous verse, it was pointed out that the existent 
and the non-existent cannot be described as distinct from each- 
other. Now it is stated that the two cannot be described as non- 
distinct either. 


Even if there were to exist (according to someone^) some 
relation, it is not possible for anyone to mention any 
non-existent by name as (one would be able to mention) 
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a pot. Indeed, a non-existent is never (or can never be) 
described by any name. [ 15 ] 

This proceeds from the fact that use of words is possible 
only in the case of objects having some distinct characteristic 
or form. A non-existent cannot have it and therefore no words 
can be used to refer to any of its relation to the existent. 

^Literally, sphuratd=prdjne?ia ‘some one very intelligent 
(who might see such a relation)’. 

n 

An excellence of a thing is described by the statement of 
non-existence (ofsome defects etc.); since that (excellence) 
pervades that (thing), there cannot be concealment of 
the same (excellence) in any way. [16] 

fw ^ ^ ?=rT?frt55T w 

[ Verses 17-19 deny destruction of the cause of tliis (apparen¬ 
tly) existent world. Verses 17-18 refer to Logicians who follow 
Kanada and verse 19 refers to the Vijhanavadin (Yogacara 
view) (NKL).] 

Non-existence could be either an action or its result. But it 
would not destroy its own cause. (For) how can a tiling 
wliich requires its existence from whatsoever (source), 
destroy (lit. stop) that? [17] 

Destruction does not destroy the destroyer even as the 
going of one does not (destroy) the goer. (Just) tell me, 
how it can destroy that from wliich it wishes to obtain 
some acquisition (viz. existence.) [18] 
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Earlier the author set aside the existence of any non-existent 
beside the existent. And now he disputes even the destruction 
of some existent cause wliich could possibly be posited by some¬ 
one. The verse intends to set aside the Logicians’ notion that an 
existent pitcher—an effect—did not exist before and that it 
originated \hxoug\\d}ivariua. The author shows that dhvanisa can be 
either an action or a result and cannot therefore destroy its cause 
{dtmahetuhd). The second line liints at the presence of clay etc. 
even when the effect, viz. a pot, has come into existence. 

feTFTT^fcT^'V II 

If destruction is not distinct from Idea {vijndna)^ then how 
could it have a cause*-? If (on the other hand) Idea were to 
be considered distinct from destruction, there would follow 
only eternity^. [19] 

The whole argument is based on the view that dhvariisa 
{^abhdva) has an origin {/letu) and it is eternal. This sets aside a 
possible opposition by the Vijnanavadin, who would equate 
dlivarhsa with Idea. There are two possibilities: (a) dhvaiiisa is non- 
distinct from Idea, and (b) Idea is not distinct from dhvamsa 
either. 

(1) Tliis is to answer away (a), dhvamsa, being (pre-) 
dhvamsa of sometliing, has some origin (i.e. cause). Therefore, it 
cannot be like Idea, without any cause, and therefore momentary. 

(2) An answer to (b). If Idea [dhi) were to be non-distinct 
from dhvanisa, it would be permanent like dhvamsa —an unaccept¬ 
able proposition for the Vijnanavadins. 

^ II II 

N c ' 


[ The argument in these verses is against the Madhyamika 
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view. sarvarii sdnyam in other words: sarvasya dhvamsasiddhifu J 

i herefore^ in order that there results non-existence, non¬ 
existence also“ would expect the existence of its cause^; for, 
a thing, wliich is an effect, is not seen (to have come into 
existence) without a cause.^ [ 20 ] 

If one were to state the enunciation (‘All this world was 
absolutely non-existent’), there is not established any 
(subject'^) having any property; then the reason^ 
would be without any basis and also there is not any 
example^ for the Sunyavadin ^vho negates everything. [21 ] 

his means sincQ abhdva { = dhaviiisdbhdva) is 
This argument proceeds from answers to (a) and (b) in the 
preceding verses. 

^api points to the drstdnta of a pot which is necessary for under¬ 
standing the vydptivdkya. See note 4 below. 

^svalietiisidd/ii means svakdranasattd. 

^iliis is a form of vydptivdkya: sarvaih kdryam kdranapurvakam. 
One can understand: yathd ghatddi —cf. reference to ghatddi in 
verse 15 above. 

Verse 21 answers the argument of the Madhyamika regarding 
sarvasya dlwarhsa { = abhdva) owing to the momentariness of every¬ 
thing. It raises two questions about the absence of every thing: (i) 
Is it grasped by Direct Perception? or (ii) is it inferred? Conse¬ 
quently, the purport of the verse is that the Madhyamika cannot 
make any argumentative proposition. 

•The Sunyavadin could not state a proposition {purvam) asya 
sawasya ndstitvam, since th.Q paksa { — idam sarvam) was at that time 
not directly perceptible and therefore nothing could be predicated 
of it. 

®This is hetu or Linga in an anumdnavdkya. Where could one 
notice any chai'acteristic of what did not exist? or, how could 
one postulate any characteristic of what did not exist? This 
means the dsraydsiddhi svarupdsiddhi of the hetu, 

^No example could be cited in respect of a proposition whose 
paksa itself is non-existent and therefore devoid of any property. 
Consequently, it would not help establish any conclusion (it 
would be sddhyavikala), 
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?r HRTc^>sfai!m> ii „ 

^ 5n^f, 

(Now, the inability of thp A/t- ju 
tion regarding dhvarJa, as poij^^ 
stated of the Vijflanavadin aho.) Previous verse, is 

Similarly (lit. also) the person f , ‘ 

«ovtag and non-moving, is bj) (Z 
er his knowledge faultv fl would ren- 

W.) en„„cia,ion.„Zf:Z,Z'Sr faulty (of 

(Again,) owing to the non-diffe ^ [ 22 ] 

of knowing with the objecuo b 
not become known (to a knoJer does 

known^. Also, if n ^^ere noTk^ was un- 

^ccepted) their non-differLl^')^,^’ """" (one 

to) how what is produced or i Pointed out 

j 0 nieans of knowing. ccepted is distinct* from 

»„ n„.botita.iv'"’ 

tvou daisoboyaun (i.r.Z’ about a shell 

So also there, would arise 1 »"')• 1241 

tbe authoritative means ofk^ “!'“"S'hcy of accepting as 
“■aSlished as such,> .„ itT"* “• P^v 

<lnt.nct from Idea. ''''' ""o not considerrd as 

21 “»ovepo.ntedout threefanin • . 

? VIZ. (i) dharmyasiddhi 
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in piatijndvdkya, (ii) andsraya hetii and (iii) drstdntdbhdva^ in the 
argument ol the Madhyamika. This is a statement that these same 
three faults occur in the argument of the Vijhanavadin. This is 
jndnadosa. Also there is reference to Iietvdbhdsas. 

“Tills has a leleience to Pi’dtyaksd 'Direct perception*. Any 
means of knowing is known to grasp what was not grasped before. 
Now, if knowledge and its objects are both Ideas, the means of 
knowing has no purpose to serve, i.e. it does not grasp what was 
not grasped. 

^Tliis is on the supposition that the means of knowing and the 
object of knowing are distinct—the latter has either (i) its 
unknownness removed or (ii) the character of* having become 
known, produced by the means of knowing. The intention is to 
point out the impossibility of the function of any means of know¬ 
ing in respect of an object of knowing wliich is the same as the 
knower. 

‘^An argument of the Vijhanavadin could be: What makes 
sometliing known is a means of knowing—not one wliich makes 
only an unknown known. Tliis is answered away by pointing out 
that what produces invalid or false knowledge would also be 
considered as proper means of knowing. 

^asiddhddi are asiddha (either dhaydsiddha or svarupdsiddha) and 
Wuddhahetus, 




[Verses 26-31 ai'e an argument regarding opposition to 
-^dvaita resulting from the statement of the, existential character 
of both the cause and the effect. ] 

(An objector asks:) If in tliis Sastra (of Advaita) you have 
accepted (lit. desired) (only) one existent which is unborn, 
self-established, having the form of the inner self (of an 
individual), and unlike any other (tiling), for what pur¬ 
pose is anything else^ being established? [ 26 ] 


^Tliis refers to the effect, viz. the jagat, which comprises 
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variety and would point to duality or absence of the uniqueness 
of the Brahman. 






Cause etc. are established (as existent) (only) with a \^iew 
to establishing the Atman of such nature; for, that is a 
means to introduce (the pliilosophical doctrine ol' the 
uniqueness of the Atman)—so it is said (declared) by the 
knowers^ of that. [27] 

This verse is a reply to verse 26 above. 

^Reference to Gaudapada in the plural is indication of 
Suresvara’s great regard for him. Cf. Gaudapadakdrikd 3.15: 
mrliohavisphuLihgddyaih srstir yd coditdnyathd! 
updyah so ’vatdrdya ndsti bliedah kathariicanajI 


(Only) by the rejection of the cause etc. is not established 
(lit. obtained) non-duality (of the Brahman), for, by the 
knowledge of its uniqueness alone (is secured) the rejection 
(of the cause and the effect etc. as real). [ 28 ] 

So far, it has been pointed out that the existent pot etc. has an 
existent for its cause. How does it prove the non-duality of the 
Brahman? To answer this, the verse points out the uniqueness of 
the Brahman being established. 


Having thus established with effort that all this is of the 
nature of (the existent)^, the Sruti now declares the whole¬ 
ness of' that existent on account of only sentiency. [ 29 ] 







17 


Brhaddranyakopanisad-Bhd^ya-Vartika 

^NKL reads the text as sat-tattvakam and not sa-tattvakin as in 
BUBV. According to this latter, the translation would be: 'all 
tliis that can be described as the cause and the effect etc. is but 
having the existent Atman as its basic reality.’ The reading in 
NKL seems better than that in BUBV, though we have rejected it. 

It 

lT«rr (I II 

o o' 

[ This verse explains anumeyatvdc ca.., (BUB p. 20) ] 

Now (i.e. hereafter) is stated (how) only the existent is all 
tliis, as declared by the Agama (i.e. Sruti^), and also (as 
experienced) by direct perception as existent. Also, it is 
(proved) by inference as to how all (this) is that existent. [ 30 ] 

^SP and NKL points to the Sruti text mrtyunaiva in the BU and 
therefore the meaning of Agama here cannot be 'tradition’. 

n n 

[ This verse explains anumlyate ca (BUB 1.2.1, p. 20) ] 

And both the cause and the effect can be inferred as preceded 
by the. existent even (prior to) the creation of this universe; this 
IS shown here (i.e. in what follows) by application (of the method 
of inference). 

Verses 32-56 prove the existential character of both the cause {viz^ 
Brahman) before creation and its effect with reference to kdryasya hi,,. 

{BUBp,2Q), ' 

This (world) which has for its cause the existent is what has 
become the subject of dispute^. (And) manas^ water etc.^ of 










18 Sure^vara's Vdriika on Asva and A§vamedha Brdhmana 

the nature of the cause^, have been an effect comparable 
to a mat or a pot. [ 32 ] 

^The word dispute affirms the nature of all effects as the paksa^ 
viz. it is sandigdhasddhyavat^ since, later, the word kaiakumbhavat 
serves as the drstdnta in the proposed prayoga —cf. verse 31 above. 
2Cf. BU 1.2.1 and 2. 

^kdrydlmakam puts idam [jagat) on par with katakumbha. 


11 II 

All that has a birth has a (previously existing) cause, be¬ 
cause it is of the nature of effect just like a piece of cloth or 
a pot.^ May it be understood that the sky etc. is^ for us 
effects, for that also^ is like this"^. [ 33 ] 

^It is held by some that the world comes into existence, of itself, 
not from any cause {svabhdvavdda). This is here referred to. 

^This is collective singular. 

^Also can be undei stood for samuccaya: the first line refers to 
anumdna and the second to Agama; refer to antariksa in BU 1.2.3— 
this (as also^the translation) is according to the second alternative 
in SP. 

^I'hat is to say; hetiimat. 

The first alternative in SP (also in NKL) supplies vibhaklatvdt 
as the hetu for the affirmation in the second line; it means 
svdnyunasattdkabhedapratiyogitvdt (NKL). 




[This presents a counter-argument in the form of a prayoga,^ 
Every effect has a (previously) non-existent cause because 
it originates after having destroyed that; (for) all is born 
(only) after uprooting (i.e. destroying) its own cause in 
the same way as a sprout and/or a pot.^ [ 34 ] 
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^It is argued thus: Being an effect should not be taken to mean 
that it has a cause necessarily existing before it. This is based 
on the common-place experience of the disappearance of a seed 
before the appearance of a sprout. The example of a sprout 
is not sadhyavikala ‘deficient in respect of what is concluded’. 

U U 

[ Verses 35-43 explain the meaning of ?ia in nainrdddeh. . (BUB 
p. 20). The next two verses (viz. 35-36) answer the counter¬ 
argument by pointing out how the example is sadhyavikala. ] 

If all effect^ originated (only) after having destroyed its 
own cause, (then) let it be told as to where it was before its 
production for destroying its cause. [ 35 ] 

If it were capable of destroying its own cause even wliile it 
had not originated and if it was then existent also, then 
you have accepted both of them (i.e. the cause and the 
effect) as existent before. Indeed, no non-existent can be 
destroyed by another non-existent. [ 36 ] 

^This is collective singular. 

Since destruction also is an effect, even^ that has, in my 
opinion, an existent cause. If destruction were not to be 
considered as (something) to be effected, then (I should 
say) destruction by what is not an effect (itself) cannot be 
entertained.^ [ 37 ] 

^api shows that destruction has, like each of pata, kata, and 
kumbha some existent cause. 
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^In other words what has 


destroy. 


not originated does not (or cannot) 


established in respect of pfT ^^^gmated) or the non- 
cause; both ways thisi does^'^^^?^ destruction of its own 

ays this does not stand to reason. [ 38 ] 

This means the character of ^ o' 
cause. effect as the destroyer of the 

in verses 39 and m the previous verse are discussed 

has come into exi^enc^'^from''^^^'''^ ^"ginated) 

estroyed it and the destruction having 

established effect, then SsT d 1 '^e 

Purposelessi since the effect I '^^'^^“‘^don would be 
existence. has already come into 

XT. [39] 

-••ne reason is • Thf» k* 

purposes of the destruction of 

mto exBtence). “ 'PW* appearance (i.e. coming 

^ cl^^ntT ^=rrr,._ ' 

If it is said, ‘an effect that • 

originated) destroys its own ^as not 

how can that (cause) be is c^se wl"' '>"««»" “ i) 
does not originate fr„„.“ (viz. the effect 

iviz. the cause)? n 
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^cT^HfcT n v<i n 

And, destruction also, being an effect, would it not destroy 
its own cause? (Indeed), in the absence ol a destroy^er, any 
statement about the destruction (of sometliing) appears 
to have been made by a cliild (i.e. an ignorant person.) [41 ] 

fdH T^ ft sfq I \ 

c c 

Destruction also depends on some destroyer, in the same 
way as any movement depends on someone who moves. 
There is not here (i.e. in worldly language) a single mean- 
ning of any verbal root (viz. action) wliich would indicate 
the destruction of its agent^. [ 42 ] 

^The meaning of any verbal root is some action wliich is 
performed by an agent and wliich therefore cannot destroy that 
agent. 


f7T^;n?RT5mt^ ?qTrf f5: U 


It would not be possible that there is production of a pot 
from clay when there is pervasion (of that production) 
by the absence of the cause, viz. clay.^ Indeed nowhei-e is 
seen the rise of a sprout from a seed which is pervaded (i.e. 
burnt) by lire.^ 


^SP explains: This is as an answer to the Ksanikavadin, 
according to whom everytliing is momentary. There, in his view, 
clay which is considered as the cause of a pot, is yet momentary. 
Consequently, he cannot say that a pot etc. comes into 


^istence from notliing. 

^This is an example to prove 


: nd§avydptdt kdrandt kdrydnutpattih. 
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It is not accepted (by anyone) that the cause of a pot etc. 
is a lump etc.; (they hold) only clay as the cause since it 
is understood (to be existent) from (its form as a lump). [ 44 ] 

^ ^ fir^: It It 

>3 

[ This is to explain the second line of the preceding verse. ] 

Whatever cause, which is established here^ by various 
means of knowing^ (only) clearly^, is itself (the cause) in 
respect of the later effects. (Indeed) it can be argued 
that an effect is not the cause of (any other effect of the 
same cause), thanks to (proper) way of knowing.^ [ 45 ] 

^That is to say; in respect of a lump (of clay) etc. wliich is 
the first form of an effect. 

^These are: anvaya, vyatireka, anusarndhana and pratyaya, 

"That is to say; by direct perception, in the first instance. 
^Form of the material cause (of clay) does not remain per¬ 
manent and also that form, being an effect itself, does not persist 
m the effect; tliis is (i) anvaya of clay in a pot, and (ii) anavasthdna 
(non-existence) of the lump etc. in the pot etc. miti is mdna = 
jndna. 


II II 

If it was held that destruction of clay is some excellence 
of it just like the lump etc., then, since both of them (viz. 
destruction and clay), being directly perceptible, would 
be (ever) existent.^ (And) if (it were) not so^, (then) 
let the pot be (considered as) permanent.^ [46] 

^The argument in this verse proceeds to refute a possible 
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counfer-objectiou. Like the lump of clay (i.e. a form of it), clay 
also is liable to destruction. Tliis objection entails a doubt whether 
destruction of clay is some excellence (i.e. modification) of it. 
The answer is: Excellence of a thing and the tiling must both be 
directly perceptible; therefore, clay and its so-called excellence, 
viz. destruction, must also be directly perceptible and conse¬ 
quently ever-obtaining. 

“This is another part of the doubt, viz. destruction is not any 
excellence of clay, it is different from it. 

^Tliis is so, because destruction (which is abhdva, i.e. non¬ 
existence) is in no way related to the pot wliich is an existential 
entity. The pot is clearly an effect and a form of clay. And further, 
the nature of destruction is thus not in any way ascertained. 

Or, whatever be (the nature of) destruction (e.g. of clay), 
either some action or the effect of the same something 
distinct from it or some non-entity, its existence cannot 
be declined. [47] 

The nature of destruction could be understood in any of the 
four ways, but that (viz. the nature of destruction) would not 
establish the non-existence of an existent, wliich still continues to 
exist. \ 

sm ^ n u 

[ The second line of the preceding verse is explained here. ] 

Now destruction may be some action or some result (or 
modification) or some tiling other (than an existent e.g. 
clay) or some non-entity. Even then tliis universe is 
existent despite its absence.^ [ 48 ] 

’•This is to be explained thus: If destruction is some action, 
the agent of the action has to be declared as existent and tliis 
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would not negate the existential character of a thing like clay. 
If it is some result (or modification), then what has undergone 
this change has to be considered as an existent. 11* it is another 
(existential) thing, it does not afiect the nature of tilings like clay 
etc. Being a non-entity also, it does not affect the status of the 
same. 


If one were to accept destruction also as an existent, then 
(it has to be pointed out) the existent (clay) is not opposed 
(i.e. disproved as existent) by (another) existent (viz. 
destruction). And, if one were to say that even there is 
unity of nature (of the two, viz. destimction and clay), 
then (it would mean that) one would have to doubt that 
there is destruction (in the case) of destruction also. [49 ] 

The last line implies that, like destruction of clay, there can be 
destruction of destruction also. Thus, the nature of destruction 
being unestablished, clay has to be declared as an existent. 

II 1(0 II * 

cTcft II 

(I ^II 

[Verse 50 is an amplification of the idea in verse 45. Verse 
bl gives the outcome of the argument of verse 50. ] 

It is invariably seen that the effect, a pot etc. is produced, 
even without (the form of) a lump (of clay) but from 
clay alone (i.e. clay having no form). Therefore, it (i.e. 
clay) is ever existent. [ 50 ] 

Therefore/ only clay etc. has to be accepted as the cause, 
indeed from its continued existence (in the effect, viz. 
pot). As against this (tu), the (form of a) lump etc. is but 
an effect, for it does not continue to exist in the effect. [ 51 ] 
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Earlier, in the explanation of miti in verse 45, reference was 
made to anvayavyatirekasambandha. That is explained here. 
pmdddind etc. is the amplification of asati api, . (BUB p. 20). The 
lines dhruvam etc. are the explanation of iasmdn na. . (BUB p. 20). 
^‘Therefore’ has reference to ht is invariably seefi\ 


Wi 11 

W M 


It is not accepted that there is simultaneous production 
(lit. birth) of many mutually opposed effects from one 
single cause. Therefore, there is production of a pot (even) 
while there is absence of (the form) of a lump. [ 52 ] 

This is a comment sarvaih hi kdranam. . (BUB p. 20). This is 
to explain why there does not originate a pot together with a 
lump wliich forms from clay. True, the lump is clay, but it is an 
•effect of clay, a pot is not the effect of the lump. 






If one were to argue: Since one does not find the cause 
(as existent) apart from lump etc., therefore clay etc. 
have non-existence.^ (The answer is:) No, that is not so, 
because there is invalidity of that means of knowing.^ [ 53 ] 


^The objector means to add ‘and therefore clay etc. is not the 
•cause of a pot etc.’ 

“This means: The lump etc. cannot form without the presence 
(or existence) of clay etc. {mrdddyanugatava), Therefore, the 
^reasoning of the objector stands invalid. 


51®£r 11 n 

*TT EIH: II S(S( II 
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[ This explains further what is stated in the previous verse. ] 


If (one were to say: The argument of the Vedantin appears 
to be that) the means of knowing (the existent cause) 
obtains even apart Irom (i.e. in the absence of) a lump^ 
etc., then (in that case, we answer that) there does obtain 
clay etc. as the cause; (for) there would not obtain any 
means (of knowing, i.e. ascertaining, the cause) in the 
absence of clay.“ [ ] 


If (one were to say.) As in (the absence of) a lump (of 
clay) etc. there results the knowledge of the cause, apart 
from the lump,^ then (one has to declare that the existence 
of) the cause is proved this way (also); for, there results 
no knowledge in the absence of an object of knowledge.^ [ 55 ] 

^SP points out the argument of the objector thus: Clay and 
the form of a lump (of that clay) co-exist. Therefore, the form 
being destroyed, clay also must be said to cease to exist. 

^The Siddhantin answers that the anugatatva ‘continued exis¬ 
tence’ of clay etc. decides the conclusion. This is stated by 
vyatireka mode of answer. 

^The objector has this in mind: Clay (not in the form ol a 
lump) and a lump of it cannot easily be distinguished from each 
other, therefore, it is difficult to say that the clay, wliich continues 
to exist even in the absence of the form of a lump, is the cause 
of a pot. 

^The objector’s argument is not really any objection. The 
knowledge of the continued existence of the clay etc. is the reason 
to prove it as the cause of the existing pot. A second proposition 
about the knowledge and its means points to this. 

m II 

C N 

5 rm W II 

The one, that is directly perceptible in those many (of its 
forms), each of which has a distinct form and gets destro¬ 
yed (lit. disappears) (in the process of the creation of 
some effect), is the cause.^ [56] 
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^Translation follows the latter of the two alternative explana¬ 
tions given by SP. The former alternative is: They recognize that 
as the cause of some effect which is preceded by those many 
forms that have mutually differed and ceased to exist. Of 
course, there is very little material difference between these two. 

In verses 57-73, the topic pertauis to the doubt about the perception 
of continued existence of something which results from its similarity with 
what could be the real cause. 



If one were to hold that, there would be on the part of one 
an error as regards the continued existence (of the cause 
in what is held as its effect) on account of the similarity of* 
any or (many of its so-called products with it) even \vhen 
they have (gradually) ceased to exist (when the effect 
exists), then (we say:) Tliis is not so^ since the parts (of 
clay etc.) which are seen in its various forms are noticed 
even in the pot etc. [ 57 ] 

^Tliis is denial of bhrdnti ‘error’, for our experience of a clay- 
pot is thus; ‘this is a pot of clay’. This experience does not get 
stultified as any bhrdnti does. 

>3 

In the object (viz. the pot) that is being recognized as 
‘tliis is the same as that’, while that object has remained 
unchanged, (what the objector holds as) the cause 
becomes apparently perceptible in the form (only) (to 
him)^ but this (his) knowledge is opposed to the directly 
perceived object.^ [ 58 ] 

^This is an argument of’ the Ksanikavadin. He holds that all 
these so-called existent objects are but momentary even like a 
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lamp that illumines its surrounding only for a while (i.e. for a 
moment). Therefore, what is considered as the experience of the 
continued existence of clay etc. {anvayadrsti) is positively an error. 
This is actually some kind of inference of tlie oneness (or, the 
continuance) of the cause. 

“This refers to the recognition of clay etc. In the momentary 
appearances of the objects of the Ksanikavadin’s knowledge, 
there is never such recognition. There is thus opposition of the 
objector’s anumdna cindthQ(pratyabliijnd)pratyaksa of the Siddhan- 
tin. 




[A further argument in respect of anumdna in the face of 
pratyaksa or (even) pratyabhijnd,'] 


And between Direct Perception and Inference^, there is 
not any invariable opposition^, for, it (linga) ever rests 
on Direct Perception; it is not independent (i.e. without 
any expectation of Direct Perception^). [59] 


^Linga stands for anumdna. Gf. also the preceding verse. 
"This is explained in the first line of the next verse. 
^aksa= pratyaksa ‘Direct Perception’. 




(And also) because the relation of being mutually opposed 
invariably (can) obtain (only) between two reasons of 
equal strength.^ This is seen everywhere in this world, but 
it (i.e. such invariable opposition) is not noticed to exist 
between a lion and a fox (which are of unequal strength) 

[60] 

Translation uses the word reasons for conveying the idea of 
hetu in Anumdna. 
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clarifies the meaning of viruddhdvyahJiicdritva\ it consists 
m invariable association of something with what is opposed to it. 
Cf. the well-known idea expressed in the Nibandhas belonging to 
Pracina Nyaya: viruddhdrthadv(iyabod)icikcthetvohproyoge satpratipaksd- 
paraparydyatayd 'viruddhdvyabhicdrV iti vyavahdrafu Here Linga = 
Anumdna leads to the knowledge that tliere is no existent cause of 
3. ghata, and, as opposed to it, Pratyaksa leads to the knowledge that 
the existent clay is its cause. Thus, the two means of knowing lead 
to sddhydbhdva and sddliya both. Therefore, either of these Uvo 
means of knowing (i.e. two hetiis') can be called satpratipaksa ‘in¬ 
conclusive or ambiguous’ hetus. The argument in tliis verse is based 
on the dependence of Anumdna on Pratyaksa, The continued pre¬ 
sence of clay, therefore, shows the invalidity of the Anumdna so- 
called. 

^This explains the inequality (i.e. degree of adequacy) of tlie 
two hetus mentioned in the preceding verse. The two alleged hetus 
(i.e. the mutually opposed Pratyaksa and Lihga) are not equally 
strong. 

^The statement in the first line is supported by citing a similar 
example from common life. There can be opposition worth the 
name between the two lions or two foxes, but not between a lion 
and a fox. 


[One more argument against ksanikatva\ pratyabhijfid etc. 
would be impossible. ] 

In case one holds that tilings of existence are momentary, 
there would be impossibility of recognition (of those 
things) etc.^ (on the part of the onlookers of those tilings). 
Indeed, a thing which is seen by someone is not recognized 
by any other person.^ [ 61 ] 

^SP explains ddi ‘etc.’ on the basis of BS 3.2.9: sa eva tu karmd- 
nusmrtisabdavidhibhyah wliich refers to some action that had remain¬ 
ed incomplete at an earlier moment (or on an earlier day) to re- 
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8 3 2 4a M CU 6.9.3. and 

Tf wtfo'ftSm? ^f^on^eatariness of things'(and aho 

kavMin-thisisamphfiSrn thel^ by the Ksani- 

it, is (heldbl^'tt^rsaSa^^^ of knowing 

Will have to face the contincr I '^^^^'ttary, then hei 

recognition of some object) l^den ° that it (i.e. 

(of it on the part) of another knowledge 

[62] 

the verse. ^sanikavadin, who is directly addressed in 


^not hold. ] nxomentariness of things etc. 


caixuot 

proposition ‘tlSVmomtntarT’^d^^''® '' momentary the 
because the knowledge ‘thic ^ established, 

(it) belong to two different sXmaTah^g 3 
^Substrata: 

‘Ttotto • This psoposi- 

of the one who makes it, for one r ^ tion-momentariness 
have two cognitions of (i) this and TA'"' moments to 

tariness. If this implication is’not aA ‘'^t^racteristic momen- 

cognisers for the two cognitions whiS^twn 

n into one cognition. 
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And already, the second line of the 61st verse has pointed out the 
^possibility of such a happening in the case of a cogniser, viz. 
tte second cogniser (of momentariness). 

(b) (reference to cognitions, i.e. time): (a) entails that there 
are ttvo cognitions (let us say, on the part of even one cogniser 
(and not two of them). And these two cognitions cannot obtain 
m just one moment there tvould be two moments necessary 
'consequently, there cannot be the cognition of tliis form- ‘This 
IS momentarv.’ ! 


Srfemff ^ 11 n 

[ This verse shows how even the Ksanikavadin has to accept 
recognition, as a means of knowing. ] 

For him, in whose opinion what was not known (before) 
becomes known and what was not born becomes born, the 
tiling enunciated (i.e. mentioned as the subject of any of 
the propositions) cannot get established, unless it is recog- 
nised. [ 54 j 

To say, ‘This was not and is (now) born’ or ‘Tliis was un¬ 
known and is (now) known’ implies two moments for the one 
^vho says it. That should force the Ksanikavadin to accept recog¬ 
nition as a proper/authoritative means of knowing. 

c >a 

(If the holder of the view of momentariness says that, ‘we 
do not say: an unknown is known or an unborn is born’,' 
then) there would follow inevitable mfmite regress and fur¬ 
ther there would arise (among the people) want of faith 
(in the doctrine of ntomentariness). (Thus) on account of 
ah knowledges (in that system or view) being false^ (i.e. 
invalid), there would not be any definite decision. [ 65 ] 
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^This would mean 'what is (already) known is being known^ 
or 'what is (already) born is being born’. Who could believe this 
as a reasonable talk? 

^All statements made by the Ksanikavadin \vill be held un- 
authoritative. The purport of pliilosophical inquiry would thus 
be defeated ! 

And certainly tliat relation between the two knowledges of 
that and of this would be unreasonable (or invalid), when 
there does not exist one who would relate them^. And also, 
(that relation could not obtain) on the support of simi¬ 
larity^ (between that and this). [ 66 ] 

This argument proceeds from the fact that the statement of the 
cognition 'This is that’ would require two moments of time or two 
places as the substratum of the cognition. Alternatively, it would 
require at least the knowledge of the similarity between tliis, and 
that and this knowledge would require the continued existence of 
the knower. 

^This means ‘who is the knower of the relation.’ 

^This is explained in the next verse. 

n n 

That there is similarity is not accepted in the case of two 
objects that continue to exist as in the case of those which 
get destroyed (in a moment) when there is not a perceiver 
of them who is different from the two.^ (This is so) also 
because the knowledges of two (or more) similar objects 
are held to be of but one form. [ 67 ] 

^Translation follows the reading tadbhinne whose variant read¬ 
ing tad-bhitteh is supported by NKL. In that case, the word tad- 
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bhilli means difference beUveen the Uvo knovvers of the two. SP 
remai-ks that the difference in the reading does not change the 
conclusion. The thought is; There is need of but one knower who 
continues to live (at least) the two moments of the cognition of 
two similar things, ivhether they are momentary or permanent. 
tadbhitti means difference betiveen tivo knowers of the two simUar 
objects. Tins causes the difficulty: Siindarity cannot be spoken of 
in case there are Uvo different cognitions of Uvo different knowers! 
Cf. aikyabuddher bhrantitvabhahgena bhdvesu ksmitvam abhankfit —the 
introductory remark in SP on the next verse. 

I 

[ This verse states yetanotherargumentagainstfadHi/tatoa. ] 

When there exists thus an object of knowledge wliich is 
opposed (in nature) to destruction or discreteness (from 
one another) and (further) Direct Perception is an oppo¬ 
nent (of the twoi), how could there be what is opposed to 
that^?—because there is (really) the absence of any 
(other) means of the knowledge (of the two). [ 68 ] 

Here, the verse refers to the Buddliist view nirvikalpaka prat- 
yaksa. nirvikalpakapratyaksa is opposed to destruction etc., it grasps 
only what exists. Yet tliis also does not prove momentariness of 
objects (NKL). 

Translation follows the reading adopted by SP which reads: 
amiter iti padacchedah. However, NKL reads kutah miteli. Accord¬ 
ingly, transladon of the second line would be: Whence, i.e. by 
what means could diere be... {kasman manddityarthah) (NKL). 

^These are: destruction of what is considered as the ante¬ 
cedent, the cause, and discreteness of Uvo cognitions winch form 
the basis of sddrsya. 

^‘That’ refers to Direct Perception. 
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(Do remember) even youhave necessarily „ accept that a 
“““ '«I>t momens, for. (i„ vimvTk (i) 

ZhS: (t-, 

V , VI ; pioauced, (v) not-destroyed, i.e existenf 

(vi) wanting to destroy (itsein rvin ^t^/ ’ • existent, 

and (viii) destroyed" (ofitself), 

[69] 

«r,‘“ "oy wl.« Mi in MM. 

‘'>“5 (ft Moan- 

'^paksiyate, vina^yatu ' * ^ardhate, parinamatiy 

^ n vso,, 

[ So far, Suresvara has exnlm'n a 

^o,didarhbuddhyah ... (BUB d 22 \ V ^ only of na in na 

part of the statement. ] ^ ^ explains the remaining 

In the first instance^ since you hold th., r 

"tmlarity. rhe bvo similar objeit d„ “'* 

other^ whence^ does this Icnra j ^ each 

•■!en?A„d, (you enrermZh^fb”' 

of similarity, then (you havp ’ knowledge 

uoUonofthatlnoZe^" Z"''‘ "" ■*» 

Similar objects*. without the existence of 

[70] 

The Buddhists hold thai tv, i j 
svajamvedja). Therefore, the (i-®- 't 

the similarity between ‘this’ and ‘^^ 1 ’ grasps 

jatva stands therefore in the nppH r,f "1 ^ ^etion of svayarhved- 

Do they, i.e. this and that grasu P^'^blem: 

be answered? Therefore ’the L similar? It cannot 

larity?’ remains unanswered. ^ this simi- 
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^Tliis is tile nieaiiing of tdvat. 

ie “•a, ,he object of 


^rafgtilMctq^ II vs^ || 

^ fr^n ^^rfgqwii 

ii u 

^ f»TrJT?f«igTcT II 

^K^itqifwar cTfHtffHsr ^f:|[;^T^ ii n 

[ Tlus is the refutation of the three Buddlrist schools: In line 1 
■o Verse 71, the Baltyarthavadins; line 2 of verse 71 and line 1 of 
verse 72, the Vijilanavadin; and the line 2 of verse 72 and line I of 
sfdd^ Sunyavadin—finally, line 2 of verse 73 states the 

Thus^, there would be two false knowledges: (i) of tliis and 
(ii) of that exactly as that of a nfirage^. (If it is said;) let 
ail knowledges have (only) non-existent objects, [ 71 ] 

tills is not so, for in respect of momentary knowledge also, 
the situation would be that there is a non-existent object 
of knowledge. If it ivere held that all knowledges ai-e but 
false, [ 72 ] 

tills would not be so, because there would then be no possi¬ 
bility of any knowledge. Thereby is established the exis¬ 
tence of the cause before the production of the effect. [ 73 ] 

^It means to say: It follows from the above argument. 

, ^The mistake in respect of a mirage lies in wrongly apprehend- 
tttg Water in the place of thin air. 
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In verses 74-107 Siiresvara has undertaken to prove the previous exis¬ 
tence of the cause and the effect before the latter came to be produced. In the 
earlier portion^ he explained the existence of the cause ; now^ he explains how 
the effect {also) existed. This is an explanation of kdryasya cdbhivyakti- 
lingatvdta . . {BUBp.22). 

c\ *\ 

Now is explained in detail^ how there is existence of the 
effect. This^ effect has existence (even) before (it is pro¬ 
duced) like that of a pot which remains in darkness,^ for it 
has the characteristic of being revealed^. If this were not so, 
it would be like the (never existing) horns of a human being. 

[74] 


^The denominative root prapahcaya- means ‘to explain in detail’. 

^The word idam refers to what is directly perceptible, or, being 
revealed as the so-called effect. 

^The example a pot that was covered in darkness before it came 
to be noticed is an alternative exposition of abhivyaktidharmatvdt 
which SP has explained as sammatdbhivyaktavad abhivyaktatvdt 
{anumeyam). 

^SP paraphrases: abhivyajyamdnatvdt. 




Even while there exist the means^ of knowing, the son of a 
barren woman etc.^, they owing to their non-existence 
(are not seen); but (in respect of the knowledge of the 
cause and its effect) it does not stand to reason (to say 
that) there is no basis for knowing (these)[ 75 ] 

^That is to say, eye, light etc. 

^The word ddi refers to Jirsrhga, khapuspa^ and other such falsely 
conceived existents (!). 

^Idea {vijhdna) is the basis for knowing them. 
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^ n 


HTTOm n V9^ n 

[ Tliis is an objection. ] 

(One might object): If you accept that all this (world of 
effects, viz. objects of knowledge) ever obtains as existent, 
then, so long as there exist the means of knowing (the 
same), in die same way as a pot, everything would be for 
the Siddhantin invariably existent. [ 76 ] 



^ n V9V9 n 

[ This is the answer to the objection in the previous verse. ] 

(We say:) (No, it is not so.) Indeed^ we do not accept 
even^ manifestation (of an object as previously existent) 
by its mei'e existence; (in our opinion); an existent object 
is noticed to become manifest and also (that wliich can 
remain) unmanifest.^ [77] 

This argument is in answer to two doubts: (1) Whedier being 
existent at this moment is alone the basis of the ever existence of 
the cause; and (ii) whether it is mere existence of the means of 
knowing it. 

iThe word hi is paraphrased by SP thus: Accepting that all 
are ever existent (read: sarvasammatidyotandrtho hUabdah). 

“The word ‘etc.’ refers to the existent object’s use in human 
dealings. 

^Only existent can manifest itself in various forms {dvirbhdva) 
or withdraw (i.e. conceal) some (or all) of its forms [tirodhana). 




^ %g:: 



c\ 


II V 9 c; II 
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And this view is to be accepted by you without having any 
doubt.^ If you do not do so, your entire doctrine would 
topple down (lit. get destroyed) like a well of sand.^ [ 78 ] 

^The argument is: An effect cannot be said to exist while all 
the factors wliich cause it are noticeable, since (according to the 
Naiyayika) there is a relation between the two as the antecedent 
and that which follows it. This sets aside the possibility that only 
a previously existent effect comes to get manifested. 

^The Naiyayika is a realist and, therefore, by accepting what 
is said in the previous line, he has to give up realism and accept 
the unreality (or, non-existence) of an effect—that is, he would 
be reduced to the position of a Ksanikavadin. 


W i\ 


An object of knowledge exists (only if it exists) apart from 
the one who knows (it)^; (and) if the knower were not 
apart from tlie means of knowing, it would not be possible 
to hold that there exists knowledge and the means of 
knowing.^ [79] 


The verse has a basis in the Vijhanavadin’s view that l^oth tlie 
knowledge (of an object) and the object of knowledge are but 
Ideas and it answers in two separate lines, two questions; (i) 
Should one include knowledge in the means of knowing? and (ii) 
Should one include the means of knowing in knowledge? 

^This is the answer to the first quesdon. It is possible to say 
that there is some object of knowing, if it were different from some 
knower of it. 

^This is the answer to the second question. One cannot posit 
tw^o entities as knowledge and the means to it, if they were but 
one idea. 
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And, further, in case one accepted the non-existence of an 
effect (before its effect was produced), there w^ould follow 
the contingency that the cause also did not exist, for indeed 
nowhei'e in the universe is seen any cause ^vhich is not re¬ 
lated to an effect. [ 80 ] 

Tliis has a reference to the Asatkaryavada of the Naiyayikas, 
who hold that an effect did not exist before its production. There 
are two possibilities as to how tliis is so: (i) There never existed 
any effect, and (ii) there were no means of its production. The 
second quesdon only has to be answered. Tliis is done in tliis verse. 
The second line points out how cause and effect are only inter¬ 
related and, therefore, one cannot exist in the absence of the other. 

N c ' 

[ The edition of NKL correctly reads samavdyyddi and kdranam as two 
words, ] 

[ Up to verse 80 Suresvara refuted Satkaryavada represented 
by the Tarkika and some Buddliists who also are good logicians. 
Now, verse 81-87 are annkta pordon in the comments of Saiikara, 
but implied by liim. ] 

(The question is:) Is it that causes, beginning with the in¬ 
variable antecedent cause^, produce any effect by mere 
existence of them? or (would they produce that), being 
acdve-P (Whatever be it), the desired^ (absence of relation 
beuveen the cause and the effect) does not get established. 

[81] 

There are two possibilities which would be thought by the 
Tarkikas; viz. (i) the cause does not operate, yet it produces the 
effect by its mere existence; and (ii) the cause operates and tlien 
produces the effect. Inverses 81 onwards, Suresvara refutes Aram- 
bhavada of the Tarkika. 

^The Tarkika enunciates three causes, samavdyi, asamavdyi and 
nimitta. 
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^vydprtarh vd implies avydprtam\ this latter is the basis for verse 
85. 

^The Tarkika wants to establish the absence of the effect. 




?raT II 


II II 


H dir++': II II 


C N 

JT^rr cT^ ^ ^ n w 


If the three causes would produce effects (i.e. results) by 
their mere existence, then (i.e. in that case) production, 
existence and merger of effects would ever be occurring 
(lit. obtaining) simultaneously^. [ ^2 ] 

And (in this case), since (mere) existence (of the causes) 
has not undergone any change,^ there would be the possi¬ 
bility of the production of all (kinds of) things from all 
other things and consequently all the worldly dealings of 
(cause and effect) would not be possible).^ [ 83 ] 

(Furtherm.ore) (the emphatic) asserdon (i.e. enuncia¬ 
tion) that there are only three causes would be meaning¬ 
less. As you accept the three causes as mere existent (and 
responsible for the production of effects), why would you 
not accept (i.e. mention) that all things can together be 
the cause by their mere existence?"^ [ 84 ] 

^Tliis refers to the impossibility of making one cause from an¬ 
other. 

^This means tliateachof them would remain as some existent 
and would be incapable of giving rise to any effect (that is 
change). There would be these causes existing in mere name— 
and not meaningfully so ! 

^NKL points out how one, who is desirous of obtaining oil, 
would not avoid using milk as the material for producing oil. 
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^Tliis has reference to the statement sarvatah sarvasambhavah in 
verse 83. 


^qWc+K'JirdHii cT?T 11 

ii i;5( ii 

If the three causes would operate togetlier^ (i.e. produce 
an effect), then their coining together- also being an effect, 
(one should have to explain) how that would be possible 
without the tlnee. [ ] 

^See note 4 under verse 81 above. 

“A variant reading is noted in NKL: melaka for melana. But this 
reading does not seem in any way significant. The text of NKL 
accepts melaka. In case the reading of NKL is accepted, the melaka 
should be distinct from the three causes, either related or unre¬ 
lated to the three causes. But the words melakasydpi kdryatvdt do not 
get explained satisfactorily. And NKL is silent about tlie same ! 


rT^ cTRT 11 \\ 

Also the (operadon) of any one among the (group of tlie) 
three causes cannot stand to reason (i.e. cannot produce 
an effect), (for), then it would each require in the same 
way (an operator bringing the three causes together) 
(and) thus^ there \vould result infinite regress, [ ^6 ] 

SP explains that the absence of Sariidlii in ndtha ekaikasya is 
purely the author’s choice: vivak^itohi samdhir bhavatiti manyate. The 
edition of NKL reads: kdranatritqyendtha, Transladon, in that 
case, would be difficult. Transladon hei’e follows tlae AnSS text. 
Further, SP shows atho as a variant for atha and points out that it 
would be the sense of api ca. 

The argument in tliis verse would set aside the Ai’ambhavada. 
^SP points out that sd anavasthd ‘such infinite regress'" would 
follow also if Ksanikavada is accepted. 
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ST^TFJTFT 11 c;^ l| 

The means of knowing does not indeed have any strength 
(i.e. capacity) for (establisMng) the existence or non¬ 
existence of a thing, because it is only the cause of reveal¬ 
ing the thing (and also) because the existence (of a tiling 
gets established) in its own right.^ [ 87 ] 

^SP points to the instance of a hidden treasure, which is not 
seen by one and yet exists in its own right. This sets aside a pos¬ 
sible argument: yad upalabliyate tad eva sat ‘only peceiitible is 
existent’. 


^ ^ II 

5rr^^: ^R^INPci: II II 

[ Upto verse 87, Suresvara explained the meaning of the word 
na in na dvividhatvdt of BUB (p. 23). Now follows the explanation 
of vidyamdnasya prdg anupalabdhinimittam dvividhatvdt, ] 

Since what covers^ effect (a thing) is of two types, one does 
not see the effect which is covered by that (viz. the cover¬ 
ing ).2 (The two-fold covering is thus explained: (i) Thatch¬ 
ed wall etc. (is the cover) for what has come into exis¬ 
tence^ and (ii) (there is) covering (of the effect) by the 
(material) cause before the production.^ [88] 

This explains why an (earlier) existent effect is not 
perceived {anupalabdha) before it is (said to be) produced. 
^This means Tt keeps the cause and the effect obscure’. 
^There is a variant neksyate, whose translation could be 'an 
effect is not perceived covered as it is by that (covering).’ It is 
possible that this variant could be the correct word intended by 
Suresvara—cf. kimartham nopalabhyate in verse 90 below. How¬ 
ever, both the AnSS edition and the NKL edition ignore diis. 
variant. 
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pot, for instance, or anytlxing witliin a hamlet. 

^That remains unseen and therefore anupalabdha. 

^ WTTT’iTHTfilrm II 

C N 

?r?PT ii ii 

(Indeed) an effect (viz. a pot) which is covered by clay 
was (at that time) in the state of the cause^. Because 
(clay) is its cause, that (viz. the pot) is abiding in it (viz. 
clay2). How indeed could (clay) be tlie cause witliout 
that (viz. the effect) (tliat was not in existence)?^ [89] 

^In normal life one notices a wall etc. as covering a pot etc. 
That means: The two exist apart from each other. 

“Before the production of the pot, it does not have any shape 
and also the name pot. It remains in the form of clay—this is 
its being covered by the latter. 

^Unless there was clay etc. (i.e. cause), the pot etc. (i.e. the 
effect) could not be produced. ^ 

H\ «-ci< \M NI4 \\ 

One might ask: If (an effect) is existent in (the state of) 
the cause and the cause is for (die manifestation of) the 
tiling, then, in the absence of any other covering, why 
is it that it (viz. the effect) is not perceived^? [ 90 ] 

This means ‘both the cause and the effect, being ever existent, 
the effect should be noticeable {sadopalabdhaY. 

^Cf. note 2 under verse 88 above. 





7T w en n 


[ Now Suresvara inti'oduces die diought regarding abhibyakti 
‘manifestation’ and tirobhuti ‘concealment’ of an effect. ] 
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(A pot etc.) is not perceived since other effects (of clay 
etc.) are in existence, but the perception (of the effect) 
as of the nature of an existent is never wanting (lit. lost). [ 91 ] 

The basis for this verse is a doubt as to whether a pot etc. 
has some other particular form at the time of its existence prior 
to its production. The answer is: A pot etc. existed only as clay 
etc., even though this latter took the shape of a lump etc. before 
it finally took the shape of a pot etc. 




The various knowledge (about an effect, e.g. a pot) arises 
from the meanings of words, ‘destroyed, produced, extant 
and (its) absence owing to its dependence on two-fold 
state, viz. manifestation (of the form) and the concealment 
(of the same, or of some of its parts). [ 92 ] 

The linguistic usages do not cause the destruction etc. of an 
effect; they indicate the states in which the ever-existent effect 
has become perceptible. 


O C C N 

II II 

(An objection is raised:) A covering such as wall etc. is 
ever seen to be abiding in a region different from that of 
what is covered.^ Therefore, how can the cover, viz. lump 
etc. be said to exist in the same region as that of a pot etc.? 

[93] 

^The idea is: We notice that a thatched wall, which can 
cover (i.e. conceal) a pot, can exist in a place where there is 
no pot etc.—that is to say: The thatched wall and the pot 
are perceived to be in two different places. So, what covers 
{tirodhdyaka) and what is covered {tirohita) should be perceived 
in different places. 
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c N 

^%fg:^ctdRi II II 

STIddfd^^ ^ II 

?TFft ^ 5 II II 

^ ^>%sfeT II 

3T%^^SRT II ^V9 II 

(In verses 94-97, Suresvara discusses whether what covers 
and what is covered abide in the same place {samdiiadesatva) or 
whether they are related to only one (common) cause {eka- 
kdroJiatva). Verse 93 sets aside samdnade§atva and verse 95 refers 
to ekahayatva,) 

(The answer is:) This is not so, for we notice (different 
forms such as) milk, ghee etc. (of an existent) as abiding in 
just one region^. [ 94 ] 

If (one were to say that) a potsherd etc., that rests in (clay 
which is) the material cause^ of the pot, does not have any 
covering (for the pot); then (we say;) it would not be 
proper (to say so), for tltere could be (in a potsherd etc.), 
tlie character of a cover^ (for the pot) only when tlaey are 
different^ (from the pot etc.). [95] 

If it is held that (what they call an effort (for producing 
a pot) is really an effort for destroying its covering (viz. 
potsherds) and not for the production of the pot; that also 
does not stand to reason, because there is notin this world [ 96 ] 

only one particular rule® with regard to the manifestation 
of the pot; and indeed that manifestation is noticed to 
result from many means (of production).® [97] 

The idea is: According to the objector’s view, mrd ‘clay’ first 
undergoes a change and becomes kapdlas 'potsherds’ and these 
later on go to make a pot. Thus both the potsherds and the pot 
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have but one material cause, i.e. they are ekdsraya. This objec¬ 
tion is answered on two counts: (i) The potsherds are considered 
-as the cause of the pot, wliile they persist only in that the clay 
that has formed the pot (and not any (other) clay)—that is, 
the objector’s view suffers a defect called siddhasddhanatd, (ii) 
While the pot is yet to be produced, the potsherds are also not 
there and, tlierefore, it could be easily understood that they cannot 
cover the pot—this is the fault called hetvasiddhi. 

* ^Milk and water (better, however, ‘curds’) are, contrary to 
the example cited by the objector, seen to obtain in but one 
place. The two have a capacity to cover each other [paraspar- 
dvaraka). 

'^ghatdlmani = ghtdvasthamrnmdtravrttitva, 

^Translation follows NKL reading dvrtitvam for BUBV reading 
dvrtatvam (in verse 96), for the author intends to convey the sense 
•of dvaranatva. 

^mbhakta=bJiinna =ghatasyakapdldde§ ca svd§rayamrdavavabliinnatd, 
^This is stated in the next verse. 

®SP notes the variant which is not noted by the editors of both 
the AnSS edition and the NKL edition; viz. ghatdbhivyaktihetutah 
which means: ‘Since there are more than one cause for the mani¬ 
festation of the pot.’ 

dvaranabhanga alone is not sufficient for the production of a pot. 
This is clarified in the following verses. 

Indeed some object becomes manifest by a lamp, some 
other (viz. butter) by the churning rod and yet another 
(viz. a plate made of clay) by a wheel etc., (each of these) 
being ever in existence before.^ [ 98 ] 

This refers to the removal of what obscured the perception 
of the so-called effect, not to its production. 

^This is to stress that, despite the different types of mani- 
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■festations (mentioned here), there is but one single fact notice¬ 
able: purvam sann cvdrtho vjajyatelna tafsattve bhedah (SP). 





If it is held that a lamp etc. are (used) only for the destruc¬ 
tion (i.e. removal) of darkness, then even a pot etc.^ would 
of itself be perceived (i.e. revealed) when darkness (etc.) 


is removed. 


[99] 


This verse refers to a possible objection by someone. He 
implies that the lamp etc. merely destroys darkness etc. and it 
•does not make the pot etc. manifest; tliis implication is speci¬ 
fically brought out in the next verse. 

^The word api after pradipa in the verse indicates to the other 
sddhanas, viz. inantliana-danda and cakra wlaich are mentioned in 
the preceding verse. So also, api after kuinbha refers to navanita 
-and tamah indicated in that verse. 

erfe \\ 

(I ^OO II 

What indeed do you have established, if it is held that 
tliereis (merely) removal of darkness (etc.)? (Indeed tlie 
rule, viz.) all that is ever existent before becomes revealed, 
cannot be set aside. [ 100 ] 

Tliis verse answers tlie implication of the objector of the 
previous verse. It points to that the objector has unwittingly 
accepted Satkaiyavada. 





Those who have (i.e. employ) the means of knowing 
wish to take up (i.e. employ) the means for wiping away 
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(i.e. removal of) tlie unknownness (of the object that 
is unknown.) (Only) when there is a connection (ot 
any object of knowledge) with a means of knowing, the 
unknownness (of that object) is removed (lit. destroyed). 

[ 101 ] 

The preceding four verses called for explanation of the function of 
manifestation of some object which is different from its actual production. 

hRt II 

^ II II 

[These verses explain that it is not proper to raise the ques¬ 
tion of paurvdparya in respect of the manifestation of an object 
vis-a-vis its production. There is behind this discussion the follow¬ 
ing implied doubt that can be raised by someone: The previous 
verse refers to the connection of a means of knowledge with an 
object of knowing and also to the removal of ignorance in respect 
of that object. Which is earlier, knowledge of the object (e.g. 
^ pot) or the removal of ignorance in respect of it? ] 

For, the question Svhat is prior?’ is raised (only) where 
there are different actions, and it is not proper (to ask that 
question) where there is non-difference in respect of them. 
(Now, in respect of the illustration of the lamp etc.), the 
removal of darkness is the result of tlae action. [ f02] 

First, there is on the part of a knower the rise of the know¬ 
ledge (that there is an object) ^ then it- touches (lit. goes 
to) the object of knowledge^ and then, coming into contact 
with the object, it assumes the form of the object.^ [ 103 ] 

It is only clear that only after the removal of ignorance (in 
respect of a lamp etc.) there occurs the knowledge of it (on the 
part of one.) This is clarified in the next verse. 
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^This is visaydbhasa 'appearance of (an earlier existins:y 
object.’ 

“Translation follows the reading tat of BVS for sat in BUBV 
and NKL. 

^The appearance of tlie object to one. 

This refers to visaydkdratd of the intellect of the knower. This 
is to say: Intellect {Buddhi) grasps the appearances of an object 
before the knower and assumes its shape. Thus, it removes the 
cover on the object (i.e. manifests it) tliat is ajiidnahdni. Tliis is 
to say: ajndnahdni and ghatajndna are not two actions or happen¬ 
ings — and that explains the significance of kriydbheda = kriyd-abheda 
in verse 102. All these make up a knowledge-situation. Cf. 
j fidnasya iitpatt i~visayasambandha~visaydkdrabliajana-aj ndnahdiidndm 
kramah suprasiddfia ity arthah (NKL). 


Since darkness^ is an obstacle to (i.e. the curtain over) 
tlae knowledge 'this is a pot’, (there is no knowledge ofit) .^ 
Whence can there be concealment (i.e. removal) of 
darkness, if there does not exist a pot which is pervaded 
bylight?^ [104] 


^Tliis means 'ignorance’. 

^Tliis is implied. Only then, tlie meaning of the first line 
becomes clear. 

^There is need of light which manifests a pot. Thus, it is a 
means of kowing the pot. Knowledge of the pot is the result and 
that is equivalent to the removal of the ignorance about it—tliis 
was pointed out by kriydphalam in verse 102 and is clarified in 
verse 105. 




A pot which was formerly unknown now becomes known 
thanks to the operation of the means of knowing and 
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therefore becomes the destroyer of its own unknownness. 
Thereafter follows tliis result, viz. (the awareness that) 
this pot is (now) known.^ 

^SP reads tatas cdddtmdivyavahdrasiddhih. Further, NKL makes 
a note-worthy observation: ato vyanjakasya ndvaranabhanga eva 
yatnah —this refers to verses 96 and 97 above. 


jrci^ NddI \{ \\ 

[ Here follows further discussion of dvaranabhanga, ] 

(This is an objection:) The effort for destroying the 
cover (on a pot) were to be made (only) for knowing 
the pot, then there would arise another result (or effect^) 
from the destruction (of the cover) and thereby also 
would there be the state of being covered (in respect of 
that) pot (yet further). [- jpG] 

^This refers to the powdered clay of the lump etc. {vidala- 
cwnddi). And that would still cause the concealment of the pot. 


sqim-c u t ova u 


Then there would follow from that yet another obstacle 
to ^ e perception of tlie pot) and therefore only a specific 
activity (of the means of knowing) would have here^ the 
(desired) result. [107] 

^ ® still persisted to hold dvaranabhahga in respect of vidalt^' 

there would follow furthei- obstacles in the form of yet 
other effects in regress. NKL adds: tasmad arthavyaktyartho 

vyanjakavyaparo ’rthmm. 

^This means ^knowing a pot*. 
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^ [Verses 108-111 explain another reason for holding all-time 
t^xistence of the effect. They explain atitdndgatapratyayabheddc ca 
(BUB p. 25) . Before verse 108, Suresvara has refuted the argu- 
inents regarding (i) non-perception of a pot which had not been 
produced, and (ii) inference related to tlae non-manifest pot. 
But, since they make effort towards the production of a pot 
Aat will come into existence and also tliey accept the knowledge 
the part of Yogins of the pots in the past and also of the 
future, he proceeds to discuss the same. ] 

The knowledge of a pot which has been existent in the 
past and of that wliich will be existent in future would be 
dependent on (only) an existent pot, since it is the know¬ 
ledge of a pot comparable to the direct perception of a pot 
that exists here (in front of us). [ 108 ] 

If one were to accept an object as non-existent in the past^ 
and (also) in the future^, there would follow tlae contin¬ 
gency that the knowledge of the Lord in respect of tlae 
past and of the future^ is (or, has to be) held as false !^ [ 109 ] 

And the direct perceotion by the Lord (of any object) is 
not objected to by any one. Who then can object to His 
knowledge wltich has set aside (the possibility of) any ex 
celling (knowledge)? [^^0] 
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Therefore, it is certainly tliat an effect exists even before its 
production. [1^1] 

^This means ‘Before its production.’ 

^Tliis means ‘After it is destroyed.’ 

^The Tarkika accepts that the Lord is possessed of atlta-andgata- 
jndna and, therefore, the knowledge of an object non-existent in 
the past and in the future which he has attributed to Him would 
have to be declared as false {mithyd), Tliis should mean that the 
Tarkika is involving internal contradiction in his philosophy 
{bhrdntatva), 

^ II 

II II 

[Verses 112-119 are refutation of the argument of those of 
'who posit the non-existence of an effect. ] 

And^ in case one rejects (the existence of) a pot which is 
going to come into existence also,^ there forcefully follows 
opposition; to say that a forthcoming object will not be in 
existence is like denying tlae existence of an existent pot. 

[ 112 ] 

This argument pertains to the state of a pot at the time when 
one is active in producing it. 

^This connects the argument of the verse witla that in verse 
109 above. 

^This implies the existence of a pot that existed in the past. 

As a pot which is being grasped (i.e. seen) cannot be 
denied by (saying that) it is not existent, so also there 
cannot be the denial of a pot known as of the past or as 
one coming into existence (in future). [113] 
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Tliis pertains to atha prdg utpatter ghato ^sann iti. . . . (BUB 
p. 26). 

Tliis first line of the verse has to be consti'ued thus: yadvad 
grhyamdno ghato asann iti na virudhyate. SP notes no ^sanniti as a 
variant for ndsann iti ; this is confirmed by the edition of NKL. 




Hji 


(One might object:) The non-existences, viz. prior non¬ 
existence etc.^, wliich are existents distinct- (from a pot 
etc.) would certainly be existents on account of their 
mention apart from tlxat of a pot (etc.) just as in the case 
of mutually exclusive objects.^ [114] 


The argument is based on two considerations: (i) prdgabhdva 
etc. are mentioned as distinct paddrthas, and (ii) the notion of 
anyonydbhdva can be entertained (only) if there are two distinct 
paddrthas. 

^There are in addition: dhvamsdbhdva^ atyantdbhdva and any- 
onydbhdva. 

^The word atirekinah literally means ‘having an existence apart 
from or over and above (a pot).’ 

^The idea is: As ghate pato ndsti and pate ghato ndsti point to 
two mutually exclusive existents, so also would ghate prdgabhdvo 
ndsti and prdgabhdve ghato 7idsti show the tvjo as distinct existents. 


q# ^ ?iffr ^ n 

t: U 11 


[ This is the answer to the objection above. ] 

In case tltis is so, there would be no mutual connection 
between an existent and its (previous) non-existence owing 
to their mutual opposition. (So) also, tliere cannot be any 
connection between two non-existences like tliat between 
two existents since tliese two are of but one nature. [115] 
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The idea is : When there is prdgabhdva (or any otlier ablidva) 
of a potj there is no bhdva 'existence’ of it and, consequently, any 
connection between them (e.g. anyonydbhdva of tliem) cannot be 
established. 

fern n M 

Further, what is non-existent does not have any connection 
whatever (with an existent), because it (viz. the connec¬ 
tion) does not have a cause^ for producing it. And since 
(bringing about) a connection has the nature of an 
action, it would not be brought about in the absence of 
any agent. ^ [116] 

This is yet anotlaer argument as to why the non-existence 
cannot get connected with an existent. 

^akdrakatva = akdranatva, 

^kdraka = kartr. The idea is based on the explanation of sam- 
bandha which is either samavdya or sarhyoga and which gets esta¬ 
blished owing to some factor determining it {kdrana) or by the 
effort of some agent {kartr), 

qq ^ q^ 1) M 

If (one might argue:) By saying 'there is previous non- 
existence^ of a pot, we refer only to that pot itself, then (our 
reply is:) In that case, the mention (which is tantamount 
to saying) There is a pot of a pot’ would not stand to 
reason. [ H 7 ] 

^Previous non-existence is. mdicative of other abhdvas of the 
pot. 
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And this cannot prove the (previous) non-existence of a 
pot; so also is not the prior non-existence of the pot the 
pot (itself), for when distinction is accepted (between a 
limitor^ and the limited (viz. tlie pot) tlte prior non-exis¬ 
tence (of the pot, for instance,) also gets established. [118] 

^NKL: avadhih pratiyogi, tadvdn abhdvah. Tliis points to a pot 
and its prior absence. 

Now, having imagined the relation of the prior non-exis¬ 
tence (of a pot) and the pot, (one says) that tliere is prior 
non-existence of the pot, then it will be contingent that 
there is tlae name (pot) for even (tliis) imaginary non¬ 
existence. [119] 

The argument in this verse is based on an imaginary connec¬ 
tion between previous non-existence (ol a pot) and the pot 
and wliich is similar to the imaginary connection between an 
individual (body) and sentience. SP significantly points to such 
a connection as is understood in the phrase ‘Rahu’s head,’ which, 
in reality, does not belong to a full intact body. 

(If it is said:) non-existence is (altogetlier) a different 
object, then you (i.e. who say tliis) should remember 
our argument made earlier,^ viz. that (connection) of the 
pot wliich is (imaginary) like the horns of a hare, [ 120 ] 

with the existence of its own cause is not logically under¬ 
stood, since (such) connection rests (always) on what 
are existent objects. [121^^] 
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^This is verse 11 above : vyatireke sad evdsat. One cannot say 
that one of the two connected things is real and tlie other^ un- 
real, for, in so saying, one makes a positive mistake. 


[Verses 121^^-122 are a discussion of the TarJdka’s notion 
ofjanma of an object wliich was non-existent/before. It consists 
m either sattdsamavdya or svakdranasamavdya. ] 

Now if (someone were to say:) let that connection obtain 
between tilings which are inseparably associated, (our 
answer is:) There is no inseparable association of a non¬ 
existent (with an existent). [ 12 1 cd ] 

II ^^\\ 

[ This explains asmdt sad eva kdryam prdg iitpatteh (BUB p. 29) ] 

There is no connection between existence and non- 
existence; not also is there a connection between two non¬ 
existences, since there is a connection only between two 
existent things; therefore, the effect is ever an established 
entity. |•^22J 


^rRf?T I) ^ 

[Verses 123-124 explain the meaning of the word mrtyu in 
mtyunaivedam avnam dsit (BUB 1.2.1).] 

The form which is of the nature of oneness in duality is 
(tile form of) Viraj and (also) an effect of the Atman; 
(the Srutii) has declared Viraj as the cause of this (world) 
in the words ‘just the Samudra...’ 
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^SP points to agiiir miirdha . .as the Sruti passage and shows 
followed by the Smrti : apa eva sasarjddau ,. [Adanusmrti 


11 ^ ^ V w 

Since all the beings wliich have been effects, having 
attained tlieir birdt, sustenance and desti'uction in the all 
pervading source of the elements, merge (in it)^, therefore, 
Samudra is called die maker of all (that exists). [124] 

^CS.ja?mddy asya yatah (BS 1.1.2) and BSB on it. 

Verses 125-148 explain how the notion about the Lord as the creator 
■etc. of the world is but a product of Nescience. 

That highest Braliman, Samudra^, which is merely of dte 
nature of Sentience, and whose real nature has not been 
known, is mendoned here^ as the cause (of the world). [ 125 ] 

^The use of dte word samudra in the neuter is to be noted_that 

refers to die Brahman. 

^In die sentence mrtyuneva... (BU 1.2.1). 

This, one who has tliis universe for the material cause (of 
its creation), who is omnipotent, unborn and imperishable, 
is, on account of the effect of its own ignorance^ of itself, 
die devourer and the ruler (of this world).^ [126] 

^This is to sti’engthen the notion of avijhdtdtmaydthdtmya in die 
previous verse—die power of Nescience. 
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2Refer to the unborn Prakrti which is the same as avidyd\ see 
SvetasvataTopanisad \ ajdinekdtfi lohita§uklakrsnam bahvih piajah 

srjamdndrh sarupdh'y Sdmkhydkdrikd ajdm ekdm loJiitasuklakrsndih 

bahvih prajdh srjamdndni namdmah. However, the Brahman is not, 
like , Prakrti, to modify itself iu reality. It appears that it has 
modified itself. The verse refutes a notion of those who would 
compare the modification of the Brahman to the modification of 
milk into curds. 





\ II M 


This unique existent has assumed multiplicity (i.e. multi¬ 
ple forms) in the different forms^ (winch are) produced 
from Ignorance of its own nature, through (its own) 
appearances-—(this happens) in the same way as the sky 
(appears) in (the form of) a pot etc. [ 127 ] 


^These are Hiranyagarbha, Viraj etc. 

^This emphasises the unreal character of tlie worldly objects, 
or rather the notion that the variety of the world arises out of 
Nescience. 



As the existent which is not (in reality) a cause^ becomes 
the cause^ on account of Ignorance,^ in the same way it 
attains the character of the maker of all and tlie nature of 
all activity and its results. [ 128 ] 

Here SP refers to the Sruti passages which seem to show that 
the Brahman is the cause. 

^The word akdrana can be alternatively translated as 'not 
having a cause (for its own existence),’ but we prefer the trans¬ 
lation above since the verse goes further to mention it thus:; 
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kdranatvam and sarvakdranatdm ejati. See also tad etad brahmdpurvam 
anaparam... (BU 2.5.19). 

^That is the origin of the world. 

^Tliis is the brief expression of the contents of the preceding 
verse. 


I 

II n 

Therefore, having clearly (lit. loudly) declared time and 
again^ the nature (of the Brahman) as the cause of tlie 
effects- wliich rests solely on ignorance (about the time 
nature of the Atman), the Vedantas have established the 
true nature of the same (i.e. the Brahman). [129] 

Tliis verse intends to point out the time significance of tlie 
Sruti passages which refer to the creation of the \vorld by the 
Brahman (srstyddUrutivdkydni ). 

^This is the force of anu in anudya. 

“Tlxis means ‘the world full of variety’. 

hh: n 

The existent wliich is neither a cause^ nor an effect has 
attained the nature of a cause of an effect owing only 
to ignorance (lit. delusion); therefore, tlie (Upanisadic) 
lore proceeds to destroy that.^ [ 130 ] 

^Cf. note 1 (on akdrana) in verse 128 above. Tliis is supported 
by NKL which points to Taittiriyopanisad 2.6: sac ca tyac cdbhavat 
and adds iti sattdrthabhavatiprayogdt pdramdrthikam eva kdranatvam 
atrdha. 

2Read: asydnarthahetoh prahdndya {dtmaikatvavidydpratipattaye) 
sarve veddntd drabhyante (BSB p. 45). 












SuTesvciTd s "VaTtikci onAsvd dud Aivdmcdhd JBTdhtridnd 

And this (very) Brahman wlaich has withdrawn (lit. 
swallowed^) the entire universe, which alone^ affords 
support for (various) modihcations,® (and) wltich has not 
differentiated itself, is called the enti-ant within.^ [ 131 ] 

dpitdicsdsdtfisdTdTH but NKL edition reads 
dpUdksasamsdrdrh. The latter is possibly simplifying the text. What¬ 
ever be the reading, meaning remains the same. 

^The word suddham means kevalam, i.e. all by itself 
^SP rightly observes: sdrhsrdyaMdo bhdvapradhdndh sdmskdrasya 
sdmsmydh sdrasraydUdm svasminn Hi va samsdvddaidlo visesam dha. 

^That which resides in every individual-the individual 
self. It IS affected by the limiting adjuncts. 


II || 

I frnrs^fT II 

produced on 

Lnoranc I «o«-removal (lit. non-destruction) of 

knoXi^- (existent) object of 

one! in on ” H ^ ^ knowledge obtained (by 

e s dieam has no basis (in true objects).^ [ 132 

knowledse'^^f!r!b ^r the rise of the correct 

one is brought to reali^^rf-'"'^^ ‘' 1 *® Brahman), since 
ledge acquired in the^d '' from the know- 

destroyed) one’s sleep. <“33 

lit means appearance of the world. 

Tnat is, the Brahman. 

the GdudpdSkTrikl'^ vaitdthyaprakarana ■ 

^SP refers it to some Smt: u • , , 

uti which might be false and can y 
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thp becoming aware of die ti-ue nature of 

1 ahman. This is like the argument in BSB (pp. 40 ff.) where 
luti, a pra7ndnaprameyavyavahara is discussed as a means for 
removing ignorance. 


_ It appears, nevertheless, that it here refers to vyahii mentioned 
n the pieceding verse and can include the pTCLmdncipramcya- 
vyavahara. It is not necessary, dierefore, to follow SP. 

®In nigacchali, die preposition ni causes no change in the sense 
01 the root gam. 


3^tf5lfdqv4''=f SmT^JTBTT SnTFJTcTT II 

JT Hcilfqfilfd II || 

Tile means of knowing can really serve as the means of 
knowing by bringing about (the knowledge of) what is 
sought to be known (lit. approached). And I have said 
earlier that there is not (in these means) validity, owing to 
factual state of reality. 1 [134] 


C'f. verses 126-128 and 132 above. 


’THTTqrii 1 ^sen 


[ Now follows the meaning of the word mrtyu. ] 

The most minuteness of tliis one’-, viz. what is called 
Igrtorance, and what (though) non-extant, amplifies itself 
ky (bearing various) names, forms etc.® is (and is also 
called) Maya®, is mendoned (here in the BU) by the 
^ord Mrtyu.^ [135] 


^This refers to the commonly known ignorance also, not 
^erely the one that is inferred from the apparent effects (as 


''V Lue one mat is inicricu. 

^cussed in the preceding verses) 

The Word ‘etc.’ stands for karman. ^ v - j 

•The author Itat brought in fe' "•'Owtng that a«ija and 

"W are but one. 
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^SP explains tliis as avyaktandmampa, adhyaksadyayogya and 
apancikrtamahdbhutdvasthdtirikta and mdydrupa. 


II 



In tlae sentence ‘Mrtyu is indeed darkness’^ and also in 
the sentence ‘Waters themselves are tlhs universe’tliere 
ever reveals the basic Ignorance^ in its form of tlie manifest 


[136] 


and the non-manifest. 


^Taittiriya Brdhmana 1.4.7.5and7—this refers to an indivi¬ 
dual’s natural (i.e. common) knowledge and activity. 

^BU 5.5.1; this refers to it as the origin {kdrana) of waters. 
^Here Suresvara intends to convey tlaat the two sentences 
refer only to micldvidyd. 





n 


[ This verse shows how the Lord Himself appears as an indi¬ 
vidual self. ] 

Indeed, having arisen from these (known five) elements, 
he. through the rise of the modifications, that Lord^, 
though immutable, becomes the knower of a field^—(this 
is) on account of Ignorance. [137] 

^The word asau refers to the one called Mrtyu, the Lord, 
field is a body and the knower of a field is an individual 


self. 





Indeed the Sruti (has declared:) ‘More minute (i.e. 
subtle) waters^ created Trutla^. And that Ifighest Lord, 
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who \\’as (possessed) of the nature of knowledge for acti¬ 
vity, created the Brahman. [138] 


Tlus verse refers to a srstivdkya in tlte Sruti wliich proves that 
tlie origin of die world is in fact the unmanifest and not Hiranya- 
garbha (or Mrtyu) who is said to be overpowered by desire for 
food etc. 


^Read BU 5.5.1 : satyam brahma and BUB on it : satyam brafma 
pratJiamajam^ tad etad dhiranyagarbhasya sutrdtmano jamna —this 
refers to the most minute state of tiae waters, viz. apancikftapanca- 
bli xitdtmakasutra, 

^This refers to the apahcikrta state of them. 




Then Viraj, the Braliman, created^ Manu, tlie divine 
Prajapati (‘Lord of subjects’) and Manu created Gods and 
human beings, the entire non-moving (lit. standing) and 
moving world (of objects). [139] 

^The word sasrje is Vedic Atmanepada for Parasmaipada. 
Possibly dae Vedic passive sense is purposely conveyed by Sures- 
vara—that is to say; this creation is to be understood as appea¬ 
rance of creation. 


^frr: ^ II \\ 


Tins well-known (sd) §ruti passage, beginning with the 
words naiveha has commenced (to convey its contents) 
with the desire to declare specifically (the manifestation 
of)Jall the effects (comprising of) what is to be produced 
and what are the means of producing the same. [ 140 ] 


NKL points out that Suresvara intends to refer to BU 1.2.1— 
1.4.7. 




64 


Sure§vara^s Vdrtika on Asva and A^vamedha Brdhmana 




(I n 


By the words a§andyd c^xid. pipdsd^ they declare tlie nature of 
Mrtyu. (that is) Prana, owing to the absorption^ into 
Prana^ of tlae different parts of the body such as speech 
etc.^ and of the deities superintending over them. [ 141 ] 


^The word sarhvarga refers to ‘absorption’; cf. the story of 
Raikva in Chdndogyopanisad 4.3.1-3 (4.3.1 on adhydtinan 2 x.nd A. 
on adhidaiva). 

^Prana conveys two senses: (i) the Atman and (ii) the wind. 

^vdgddadfiydtma- of AnSS edition is to be corrected vdgadya- 
dhydtma- 

The word adhydtmadaiva is a peculiar compound; adhi is to 
be compounded with each diman and daiva. 





n n 


5prr^iTT^ TO n u 

“From this one is born Prana, manas and all sense-organs, 
sky, wind, fire, water, and further, the earth which is the 
supporter of all.”^ [ 142 ] 


Keeping in view (the purport of) this (account of) 
creation (in the Sruti just quoted), the other Sruti (viz. 

BU 1.2.1) has proceeded to explain the same in (the 
passage beginning with the statement: tan mano akuruta 
etc. up to tlie later statement) this (world) was (then) not 
manifest (viz. BU 1.4.7) . [ 143 ] 


^This is a quotation of the statement of creation in Mundako- 
panisad 2.1.3. 


TO n 

c\ c 
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L ^h.is cxplciins tcid iii Tfiaiicso tilTdcioh (BUB p, 29), Xt presents 
another e.xplanation of tan mano akuriita.'l 

Or, (Hiranyagarbha) the cause of (this) creation, who 
had a thought (in mind): ‘Let me be possessed of (a) self 
(oi, a body^), created manas, the one which collects impres¬ 
sions® in an orderly way (sani), having tlie intention of 
creating Viraj. [144] 

dhnanvi atmavdn aham anenatmand manasd inanasvl sydm ity 
abhiprdyah (BUB p. 29); this should signify the sense ‘possessed 
of a body’. 

^Thc word samkalpa is used in apposidon to manas\ it means 
sariikalpaka. 

[ Now follows the explanation of JO ’rcan (BUB 1.2.1).] 

(Tlxis) tlunkingi about lus own manifold form (Ut. expan¬ 
sion) (on the part) of the (all-)pervader, in respect of 
the (pioposed) creation, is called, (his) Arcana (worship). 
And (the Sruti sentence) dpo 'jayanta"^ is indicative of all 
elements® (to be created later). [145] 

iThe root iks means ‘to think’; cf. iksater ndiabdam (BS 1.1.5). 
But lead BUB (p. 30): arcatm arcayan piijayan...arcatahpujayatak 
{dpo rasdtmikdhpajdngabkutd ajdyantotpanndh) ! Also, cf. the deriva¬ 
tion of the name Arka in verse 147 below from root arc ‘to tlfrnk’. 

holds the absence of Sarhdhi of dpo ’jdyanta and iti as an 
indication of Suresvara’s regard for the Sruti text. That is to 
say, one should not expect to have dpo ajdyanteti by mixing Vedic 
speech with the popular parlance. 

^These are: dkd§a, vdyu, tejas and prthivi wliich were paheikrta. 
But SP refeis to dkdidditraya, since tlie Taittirlyopanisad refers to 
dkd^ddisrsti and Sankara and Sm'esvara belonged to the Taittiriya 
school. Read : atrdkd§aprabhrtindrh traydndm utpattyanantarani iti 
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vaktavyam hutyantarasamarthyad vikalpasambhavac ca (BUB p. 30). 
That means : apah is not intended. 


fr«TT II II 


[This is Suresvara’s comment on BUB p. 30 quoted above. 
Therefore, NKL’s remark: vdrtikatvasiddhyarlham vidyeti. It is to be 
understood., therefore, the verse 146 is a Vartika in the sense of 
duruktacintd. ] 


Or (perhaps) (making any statement about) creation is 
not intended, owing to (the intent of the Vedanta on) 
considering the rise of knowledge as the principal (pur¬ 
port) . So indeed in the different texts of the Vedanta is 
noticed various (description of) creation.^ [146] 

^SP points out that the account of creation in the Taittinyo- 
panisad begins with dkMa, in tlie Chdndogyopanisad, with tejas, and 
in the Mundakopamsad with prana. Then it remarks that the Aitare- 
jopanisad does not have any speciHc order. Probably, tins fact 
prompted Suresvara to offer an alternative (and, perhaps, 
better) explanation. 

UTtjft sisnqfh: II u 

Because (he thought:) ‘While I am thinking (i.e. offering 
worship) there was produced water which brought (me) 
pleasure’, therefore Prana, Mrtyu and Prajapati became 
known by the name Arka. [147] 

This is derivation of the name Arka from root rc>arc ‘to 
think’ (cf. arcana in verse 145 above) and ka ‘water’. A peculiar 
derivation from a verbal root and a noun ! 

trcT: ii 'ivt? n 
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[ The verse states the purport of this derivation. ] 

Therefore, the decision is that there is (prescribed) the 
vvorslup of this one (i.e. Arka) also and not only of Agni, 
Since there cannot obtain any connection of the name of 
Arka (with worship) without the tvorsliip (offered to 
him).i |-j48] 

Or rather tliis name (viz. Ai'ka) belongs to Agni, for he is 
the subject of the section.^ [149®”] 

^Tlus has a reference to the Sruti: ka>?i ha va asmai bhavati ya 
evam etad arkasyarkatarii veda (BU 1.2.1). Tins/lAa/a/rah' would 
have become meaningless if the name ^•ka did not mean 
Hiranyagarbha or Prana or Mrtyu. 

2Arka as Agni could suggest itself on tlie basis of another 
derivation of that name, viz. from the root rc ‘to sliine’. But that 
does not seem to have attracted Suresvara’s attention ! 

STI'i) ^ 3T^ || || 

[Verses 149^^-162 pertain to BU 1.2.2.] 

And (the Sruti statement) dpo vd arkah is for (conveying) 
tlae name of one wliich is to be collected (viz. fire)^ 
(according to the dictate of the scriptures). [149®^] 

Cf. veise 145 above on this verse. Yet, worth noting is BUB 
p. 30 : dpo vd arkahjkah punar asdv arka itilucjateldpp vdiyd arcandfiga- 
hhutds td evdrko ^gner arkasya hetutvdtjapsu cdgniJi pratisthita itijjia 
punah sdksdd evdrkas tdhjtdsdm aprakarandt\agne§ ca prakaranam] 
vaksyati cdyam agnir arka iti/And yet more worth noting is that 
Suresvara has left this portion of BUB imconsidered ! 

^The name here mentioned is Ai'ka. 

m sTTHWa" Pttt ii 


In tlie statement of the Sriiti ^ara dsit,^ it is intended to 








68 Sure^vara's Vdrtika on Asva and AivamedhaBrdhmana 

convey the state (of the Brahman, the Sutratman) having 
the capacity^ (for creation). And the statement sd prlhivy 
ahhavat is the assertion of (the fact, viz.) the birtlt of 

[150] 

The sentence reads: tadyad apdrh sara dsit. 

^The word Saktyavasthd means iakti-mad-avasthd. 

*This sentence completes the meaning of tat samahanyata ‘it 
became consistent’. 


ffir n n 

Here- i, explained the idea of (the fact, viz.) creation as 
another Sruu has declared it in the words -whUe the waters 
wereperformngpenance...i„ (dte waters) being heated 

there was born a golden egg’.a j-151 j 

^That is; in BU 1 . 2 . 2 . 

fullTe^/'th ^atapat/ia Brdhmana wliich, in 

katLrh nu br'^- dsuhlsalilam eva tdakamayanta 

tlZd^ tapo Hapyanta, tdsu tapas 

tapyamanasu tasv antar hzranmayam andarh sambabhuva. 

Aid n Jf V form of Viraj. 

him 2 ' '' intended to explain (this) creation by 

[152] 

■S“add hetaiSrarlh” 

tdgnih (BU 1 2 2 ) In th* • ^ tasyam asrdmyat...mravarta- 

SatrdlnandUe'l^ofe;"'”' 
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Butin (tileadjective)is expressed tlie unsuitabi¬ 
lity of the body for the act (of creation ) , viz. tlie cause of 
fatigue (and), therefore, in the adjective taptasya is 
expressed tdpa, i.e. heat. [ 153 ] 

This explains tasya taptasya irdritasya (BU 1.2.2). 


srsriq^: n ii 


[ Now, the significance of tejo rasah is mentioned. ] 

tejo rasah means brilliant knowledge—(by that) is intended 
Prana—this is used of Prajapati^ (who is) the subject of 
tliis section, on account of liis being possessed of the capa¬ 
city for activity and knowledge. [154] 

^Prajapati is the Sutratman, the creator. 

II w II 

Because of the delimitation in a body of Prana^, whose body 
Was not delimited, in the same way as (the expanse) of 
the sky by a pot etc.^, there is the use of the word niravartata 
‘came forth’. [^5^] 

^Suresvara uses the word asu (normally used in the plural) 

the sense Prana, the Jivatman. -j j 

^As sky is only one and yet becomes varied or divided as 

■ShafakdSa, karakdkd^a, grhdkd^a etc. 




On account of his ^ ^ pifsstsed of their 

^orm etc.i the Sutratman, tboug f 
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(entirely) opposite properties^ and even without a form^, 
is seen like one possessed of some form. [ 156 ] 

^The word api implies karman. 

^That is to say; it is andmaka, arupaka and akdraka. 

®This indicates andmaka also (SP); tliis justifies the reference 
to ndmardpddimaltva. 


The highest Lord, the self of the three worlds though he 
IS, IS called Agni, since he is wrapped by ignorance and by 
Ae two-fold bodies, viz. the subtle and the gross, which 
have the appearance of Sentience. r 1 ^ 




pondering over (the nature of) 

anw c ^ without a body, which is (somehow) delimi- 

onVTrT”'"''* perishable) bodies, the great 
an he all-pervader, does not have to sorrow.” [ 158 ] 

This is quoted from Kathopanisad 2.22. 




Prana, (when) bound by the body of Viraj, (tltus) 

adkyZa'^t^^"' ^^itering into) limitationsS viz. 

same w ^ to possess individuality^, just in the 

rwh •!! ^ (becomes manifold in form)^. (But) 

(when „ becomes) devoid of them (i.e. limiting adjuncts), 
it remains as collectivity. j- j c 


it remains as collectivity. 

^adhi IS short for upddhi ‘adjunct’. 


159 ; 
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’“^The word ^etc.’ stands for adhidaiva and ad}iibhuta\ cf. verse 
127 above. 

^Cf. note under verse 155. 

^That is to say; comes to exist as many discrete individuals. 

A man does some work, he gets exhausted, wants to rest and feels that 
he has done something. In the same way, Sureseara points out, there are 
doings of Prana, i.e. embodied Brahman. 


nrf 5 


II 

II || 


Owing to the fatigue and heat (which he experienced) 
when the earth^ was created, the self of Prajapati became 
happv^, as it were, on account of tlie (egoistic) feeling for 
the limitation (viz. the body). L 


^Suresvara at times uses a synonym (or, synonyms) for die 
'vord in the Sruti. Thus, we come across the \vords srsti, prthivi, 
'^rvi which signify the entire creation—not merely the earth. 

*The word niravartata here has a sense different from that m 
verse 155 above, niravarta here is related to iiirvrh ‘absolute joy 
or great joy’, cf. also nirvana, niravartata in that verse meant came 

forth’. 


[ This verse reaffirms the thought in BUB on teja eva rasa ... ] 


Since the very first Prajapati, 
body!, is tliis Agni^, therefore 
by one with (every) effort- 


being delimited by a gross 
he has to be worslupped 
’ [161] 


IP , • . c, /ie the most subtle) body could be 

Even the minutest e magnitude. 

'Hsidered as gross because it 
^See verse 157. 
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H H ^ 5^ II 

H ^dHT tl’MqdcT II II 

“Verily he is the first embodied form (of the Brahman); 
verily he is called Purusa; he is the first creator of ele- 
ments^ (for) the god Brahma existed in the beginning 
(of creation^).” [ 162 ] 

SP and NKL report this to be a verse from a Purdna. This 
verse is (i) identical with Mdrkandeya Purdna 45.64 and Vdyu 
Purdna 1.4.69 and (ii) closely similar to: 

Brahmdnda Purdna 1.3.25: 
sa vai sariri prathamah purd purusa ucyatej 
ddikartd sa bhutdndrh brahmd^gre samavartataf[ 
and Saura Purdna 21.22: 

sarvaih iariraih prathamah sa vai purusa ucyatej 
ddikartd sa bhutdndrh brahmdgre samavartataf j 

Suresvara mixes up Puranic names of the creator with the 
name Sutratman, the Prajapati. 

^These are thus various names/descriptions of but one creator. 
^That is to say; before the creator attained individuality in 
every being. 


[Verses 163-168 explain BU 1.2.3: The threefold division 
of Prajapati and (his) worship.] 

The known one, this (Atman), who is possessed of an 
indescribable form (lit. body), differentiated (i.e. multi¬ 
plied) himself into three forms, viz. in the three gross 
(form), the wind, the fire and the sun, in order that 
worldly dealings^ became possible. [163] 
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^These are Upasana etc. SP mentions that Prajapati’s subtle 
body did not comprise of five gross elements, ^nd was therefore 
incapable of worldly dealings. 




[ Tliis is the first, viz. primafacie^ view on tlae preceding verse. ] 

That Viraj divided itself on his own, in the form of 
various divinities^, without desti'oying its own nature in 
order that different (sorts of) worship etc.“ become establi¬ 
shed. [164] 

^Cf. vdyvagnibhdnubhih in the preceding verse. 

“The word ‘etc.’ refers to various activities connected with 
worship. 


fkUTc^TT^nrf^RRcH ST^iqfd: 11 

H II II 

[ Tliis is the other view, viz. Siddhanta view, on verse 163. ] 

It is stated in the Sruti: sa esa...^, that, in order that one 
understands that it is Prajapati, the prime Atman, who, 
on liis own, differentiated himself. [i65] 

^Tliis part of the iSruti together witli tlie initial part, viz. 
sa tredhdtmdtiam vyakumta points but to two complementary views 
regarding creation. 

oTTRiRcT II 

s 

<3iM^ fTfar II II 

(Now) itis stated (in tlieSruti) tasyaprdci...iovthe t^uvt^osq 
of laying down the worslup of that first born Agni, (also 
called) Viraj (and) Arka, as (that) of thehorse^. [166] 
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^vdjivat — vdjinah darSanain iva { = updsanam iva)i cf. Panini: 
tatra tasyeva-darsana is eqiiivalent to updsana (cf. BUBV 1.1), and 
therefore, vdjinah updsana means vdjimedha, i.e. aivamedha. This 
refers to agnau vdjidrslih (as discussed in BU 1.1). 

3 T^ srf?rfea: 11 |( 

[This explains sa eso ’psupratisthitah in BU 1.2.3. ] 

Since an effect does not (ever) exist elsewhere, going 
beyond its own cause, therefore, Agni has established him¬ 
self (i.e. stays) in the waters^ which have been its cause. [ 167 ] 

AnSS edition needs correction of ulanghya to ullafighya. 

SP points out that apsu stands for bhiUdntarasahitdsu apsii, i.e. 
in waters together with other elements, and siitrariipdsu ‘in those 
having (now) the form of the Sutratman’. 

[This IS the pkalasruti in yatra kva ca...in BU 1.2.3.] 

W^chsoever a man ever worships the god whose charac¬ 
teristic is his being firmly established in waters, obtains 
auspicious steadiness^ (in life) wherever he might go. [168] 

which is uncensured, i.e. praise-worthy, and also unopposed 
(even) in the yonder world’ (SP). 

[ Now follows the narrative of the birth of Aditya as Saihvat- 
sara. J , 


(Now) It is stated in the §ruti, ‘he created...in order to 
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explain witli what kind of activities is connected he“ who, 
on his own, created Viraj^ in the succession of ^vaters etc."^ [1^9] 

^Tliis is reference to the connection of BU 1.2.3 and BU 1.2.4 
stated in BUB. BUBV uses asrdksit for asrjatu in BUB. 

“This refers to Alrtyu who has not differentiated himself in 
die five-fold elements [apancikrtaprapancdtman). 

^Viraj is of the nature of the five-fold elements and tlieir 

effects {pahcikrtabhutapancakatatkdryasrstikraindtmctka ). 

^The word ‘etc.’ refers to Prtliivi. 

[ Now follows some udbhasya writing of Suresvara regarding 
d^e connection betw^een BU 1.2.3 and BU 1.2.4.] 



been mentioned before 
birth of Sarhvatsara^. 


^Cf. verse 163 above. 

^Cf. niravartatdgnih in BU 1*2 


^2.2 and vayarh trtlym 


in BU 1.2.3. 
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^This signifies Aditya owing to his most intimate connection 
with the year. This refers to BU 1.2.3: ddiiyarh trtiyam. 


T«i Hi Keyin’ ii 


[ Now (i.e. after two different explanations of the connections 
between BU 1.2.2-3 and BU 1.2.4), follows the meaning of sa 
ifnanasd vdcarh mithunam samabhavat (BU 1.2.4).] 

In the word manasd there is reference to Knowledge (and) 
in the word vdk to the three Vedas. That Lord (viz. the 
Sutratman) thought^ with (the power of) His (excellent) 
knowledge of the successive order of creation that is men¬ 
tioned in the Veda. [172] 

^Cf. BU 1.2.5 :sa aiksata... 


N3 C >3 N ' ' 

[ This is a paraphrase of Manu’s verse. ] 

(Indeed) that origin of bliss^ well (sam) thought about the 
successive order of creation, mentioned in the Veda, by 
nieans of his unobstructed^ (power of) knowledge, (when 
be became) desirous of creating (this) manifold universe. [ 173 ] 

^hmbhii is said of the Lord in order to convey the idea of His 
compassion for the beings. He proposed to create. 

^Cf. SP. jMnam apratigharh yasya...{c]uot2iXxoTi not traceable) 

(By the use of) the word union (lit. couple)^ is mentioned 
the connection of what is to be thought about and the 
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thinker. The union (lit. couple), wliich is so well kno\v^n in 
tliis (world) is in no way connected in tins context.^ [174] 

^In the sentence sa manasd vacam mithunam samahhavat. 

^Here the context is of the embodied self {adhydtmaprakarana); 
the idea of man and woman is entirely irrelavant in tliis context. 

[ The verse explains the association of Mrtyu and Asanaya. ] 

The Sruti has used the word a§andyd}- as going with the 
prime cause (of creation) for warding off the contingency 
of the connection witli Agni^ which is immediately 
(mentioned) before. [175] 

iThe word aianayd (f.) ‘desire for food’ is used in apposition 
to mnyu (m.) as its qualider. This is in the Vedic style. Also cf. 
a§andyayd laksito mrtyuh (BUB p. 34). 

^The reference to Agni is to emphasize the connection of 
aiandyd with only the prime cause, tlie Sufratman, and not with 
Viraj. 


^ ^TTH^IVTcnT II 

c N 

[ Tliis verse explains the word retah of the sentence BU 1.2.4: 
tadyad reta dslt. ] 

The seed in the process (of creation) of tlie world^ which 

the householder lias understood formerly^, is mentioned (in 

the Sruti passage, tad yad retah) as the generative seed, viz. 
this triad (i) knowledge of the oneness in duality, (ii) acti¬ 
vity performed togetlier with (possession of) knowledge, 
and (iii) the impulse caused by the two. [176] 














78 


Sure^varo^s Vdrtika on Asoa and Aivamedha Brdhmana 


^Tlois is srstikdrana ‘the cause of creation’. 

^While he was trying to get to know the origin of creation with 
the help of Sasti^a, that is to say; in liis sddhakdvasthd (SP). 







>s 

This (triad), tlie cause for His thinking about the creation, 
dawned on the All-pervader at the time of creation. Then, 
by means of that generative seed, that Lord, who was 
going to effect the creation, having (first) created waters, 
became possessed of a foetus witliin him by the unique 
seed of all the worlds, viz. the egg. . [ 177 ] 

Thus, viz. this long (narrative of) the creation mentioned 
in the Sruti, is stated by Manu^ also: “Verily he first crea¬ 
ted waters and in them he released his generative seed; 
that golden egg became possessed of a lustre similar to that 
of the Sun (lit. one of thousand rays).” [ 178-179] 

^Gf. Manusmrti 1.8^^ and 1.9^^. 


smt 5 ^ ifcT ^5£rr n 




So also, tlus very successive order of creation is (stated) 
in the Sruti^ which begins with (the words) dpo ha vd.... 


and in the same way is the foetus within Prajapati formed 


from the seed for knowledge, activity etc.^ (described). [ 180 ] 

^The verse is once again a reference to SatapathahTdlitnanai 
cf. verse 151 above. Also cf. Taittiriya Br. 1.1.3.5; 1.5.2.5 and 
Jaiminiya Br. III. 318; Jaiminiya Upa. Br. 1.56-1. 
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“The word ‘etc.’ stands for blidvand ‘impulse’ mentioned in 
verse I 76 above. 

3Ti?HT3TTfeTT^Tc?T II || 

HCjgrii ^?3CR■: 53 fmf^ 5 ^R?Tc^SJT II 

f«T^Tf%r 11 n 

3TFT 3rTjit?T?trTsf 5T II II 

In the sentence sa sariivatsaro ’bhavat, tliis one is stated to 
be the measurer (of tire products) . (Then), on aecount of 
having hunger ete.^ (and) being impelled by the force of 
Ills own nature, [181] 

the devourer (lit. voracious) first created lus first son, 
(and), out of hunger, opened liis moutli towards liim 
(i.e. to devour liim). (Let it not be understood tliat) he 
sets aside all bounds of morality, (for) he does not pay 
heed to (lit. expect) what follows etc.^ [182] 

(Indeed) what man would not do wrong for tlie sake of 
this wretched stomach^? [183] 

^The word ‘etc.’ refers to thirst. 

2The word ‘etc.’ refers to food and various enjoyments which 
are to follow. 

^Tliis is to justify the creator’s voracity. SP remarks: ksutpipd- 
sdpiditah putram api bhaksayati and also vivekindm api pasvddibhir 
aviseso vyavahdradaidydm iti bhdvah. 

STcft tr^ ^ H 

Since existence of an eater (depends) on food and (the 
purpose of) food also (depends) on the eater^, it is only 
proper, tlierefore, (that the Sruti) has stated ‘he (the crea¬ 
tor) opened his mouth towards him (i.e. son)’. [184] 














80 


Sure§vara^s Vdrtika on Asua and A§vamedha Brdhmana 


^The purpose is achieved by satisfying his hunger. 





(Then^) , on account of the lores and action etc.^ which he 
has studied in his previous birth (s), the baby boy, being 
impelled by the activity to be performed,^ uttered the 
sound Bhdtf. [185] 


^Or, at that time. 

^The word ‘etc.’ refers to the impressions or desires of the 
previous birth (s). 

^In the explanation here the baby boy which was produced 
by the Sutratman is described as any young one of human species 
who is wrapped in ignorance caused by action in the past lives. 

^Cf. SP: asarhskrta§abdakarane hetvantaram aha §isur iti. 



And Prana^, being under the sway of the already stated 
cause and also being urged by (his own) nature, was dis¬ 
turbed by the cry coming from the young boy, and turned 
away from^ his own nature^, out of apprehension. [186] 

^Or, Mrtyu. 

^That is to say; gave up or lit. cut himself away from. 
^Namely, his cruelty. 


O >3 ' 

[ This states the reason for the apprehension mentioned in 
the preceding verse. ] 

Verily (do we see that) even singularly brave men go in 
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tiemor, out of fear, only by dint of tlieir very nature“^ 
when there suddenly comes a Tittira^ or another (similar) 
bird. . [187] 

^This refers to the superstition that the note of a Tittira (or 
some such) bird portends evil. 

“That is, by the deep-rooted fear wliich is so natural to human 
beings. 





[Verses 188-196 explain BU 1.2.5: sd aiksata.] 

Thus he, who had now got (lit. obtained) a moment for 
thought owing to the cry of the baby boy, thought^ (i.e. 
paused to tliink). Indeed no person who is overcome by 
desire (for food) is capable of (waiting for) a thought.^ [188] 


^Suresvara emphasizes that the Suti'atman paused to think 
even if he was hungry. 

^Cp. the popular adage: bubhuksitah kirn na karotipdpam Svhat 
wrong would he not do who is hungry?’ Suresvara suggests Pra- 
japati’s great power of thought and also the great force in the 
young one’s cry. 

[This is on the Bhasya: abhipurvo manyatih.] 

This (use of) root man preceded by (tire preposition) abhi 
is in the sense of hhiisd ‘desti'oying, violence’—^for, it is (so 
known) from the established (usage).^ (Therefore, the 
Sruti statement means:) ‘If I shall kill this one, food will 
certainly be less.’^ [189] 

^NKL remarks that this meaning of the root abhimati is not 
sanctioned by (grammatical) authority. Both SP and NKL 
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point out (as the basis for tliis usage) the Sruti statements: rudro 
'‘sya pasun abhimanyetalndsya rudrah pasun abhimanyate\pa^un ndbhvna- 
nyatejpasun ndbhimamsyate, and tato vai riidrah pasRn ndbhyamanyata, 
“This is the meaning of yadi vd imam abiiimarhsye kaniyo ^nnarh 
karisye (BU 1.2.5). 



[ This supplies consideration in Prajapati’s remark in the 
second line of the preceding verse. ] 

(Again), that (food)^ would be positively less than its 
cause, on account of its pervasion (by tlae Sutratman), 
since (the Sutratman) is ‘Unbound’^. And tlaerefore food 
would be less than that, (viz. the baby boy) who is 
already small. As such, food will indeed be less. [190] 

^Though tat is translated here as food, it really refers to its 
cause, viz. Viraj. As such, if the Sutratman were to devour Viraj, 
then there would not follow its product, viz. food. Therefore, it 
IS smaller than what is already small—Viraj who is, as compared 
to the Sutratman, smaller since that is an effect and therefore 
smaller than the cause. 

^The Sutratman is called also Aditi as known from the Sruti: 
adirir dyaur aditir antariksam... We have ‘unbound’ (i.e. 

limitless) as the translation of the word aditi and we thereby refer 
to the Sutratman which amplifies itself into all products, i.e. the 
universe. \et Suresvara seems to derive the name aditi from root 
ad to eat’ to signify ‘eater, devourer’, cf. verse 194 below. Sankara 
says regarding the derivation of Aditi at the end of BUB 1.2.5: 
Wtyoh prajdpateh sarvasyddandd adititvarh veda tasyaitat phalamj 


[ This is to justify the less quantity of food as stated in verse 
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190. That is to say: in the absence of Viraj, no food could be 
possible (cf. sthmdnikhanananydya), ] 

Even in the common-place world, among all people— 
right from women and cliildren up to the learned—it is 
well known that the product of what has its entire seed 
eaten up (i.e. destroyed) would not be obtained even in 
the least measure. [ 191 ] 

> 

[Tliis explains sa tayd vdcd...{^\J 1.2.5.).] 

He (i.e. the Suti'atman) produced rc^ etc. by the word 
uttered from the baby boy’s mouth and also (produced) 
animals etc.^ (and) this universe from the self, viz. the 
baby boy^. [192] 

^This seems to indicate the origin of all expressions of speech 
in the baby boy’s cry Bhdn, 

“This refers to birds, crawling beings and other creatures. 
^The identity of the cause and the effect is implied in the 
sdmdnddhikaranya of kiimdrem dtmand ‘the self, the baby boy’. This 
explanation is Suresvara’s variance with Sankara. Read foot¬ 
note 2 on NKL (p. 50): . ,bhdsyavydkhydmm klistam iti matvdj 
kle^ain anudbhdvyajvdrtikakdraih ^vdca" ity asya prakrtakumdramiikha- 
?iirgatavdkparatvaml^dtmand' ity asya prakrtakumdraparatvarh ca varnitam 
iti bodhyam. 





: II 


II II 

Since tlae creator and the eater, as also tlae effects produced 
(by the creator) and the food to be eaten (by the eater), 
do not exist apart from each other, he (the Sutratman), 
because of his capacity of being the creator, does create 
the food and it (also) is ever eaten while tlie eater is 
eating. [193] 
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This brushes aside a possible doubt that tlie creator and the 
eater are different—the doubt implies that, if they were one, 
there would not be any increase in food. But the Upanisadic 
description does emphasize the apparent paradox. 

CRT: W 

c 

II *15.^ II 

o N ' 

[This explains aditer adititvam (BU 1.2.5).] 

Since he devours all that is created, he is called Aditi. 

One who knows the (significance of tliis)name, worshipping 
him (lit. seated nearmost unto him) would himself become 
Aditi, the eater of all.^ [194] 

^This points to the significance of Upasana, as SP points 
out in yathopdsanarh hi pJialam. Also read NKL (last note on 
p. 50): sarvasyaitasya jagato ^nnabhutasya attd sarvdtmanaiva bhavatif 
anyathd virodhdtlna hi sarvasya kakid eko ^ttd driyatejtasmdt sarvdtmd 
bhavatity arthahj 

TTTvnr^ n w 

[ This explanation averts the notion of repetition in respect of , 
^^rvasyaitasydttd bhavatijsarvam asydnnam bhavati (BU 1.2.5).] 

Why is there the statement: 'all (becomes His) food,’ when 
(that) fact is (already) established by (the mention of 
Him as) capable of being the eater of all? (The purpose 
of so saying is to affirm:) Food alone becomes the food 
for the eater and nowhere does the food become the eater 
of this one (viz. the eater). [195] 

^ ^ II II 

[This is reaffirmation of the phalaJruti (cf. .verse 194 above) 
as injv^ m7?z...(BU 1.2.5).] 
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He, who is thus the knower (of the meaning) of tlie name 
Aditi, should ever worship Aditi; (for) certainly he will be 
(i.e. become possessed) of tlae nature of Prana, the very 
eater (of every eatable), owing to tlie excellence of the 
worship. [196] 


qrt ii ‘is.va n 

[Verses 197-205 explmn the meaning of the word a^va (BU 

1 . 2 . 6 ).] 

Now is inti-oduced the later section (of the Upanisad), 
beginning with (the words) ‘he desired...’^ in order that 
one comes to know the reason (why Prajapati has) the 
name Asva and As'vamedha^ (for Prajapati). [197] 

^Suresvara does not intend the Saihdlii of so "kdmayata and 
iti (as °yateti). 

-These names are explained etymologically in verses 208 and 
209 below. The use of the singular form aivdSvamedhandmnah indi¬ 
cates the oneness of asva and aJvamedha wlrich is implied and 
emphasized. 

STSTTqfcT: U 

‘Let me perform the great^ sacrifice,’ thus (thought) tlaat 
Prajapati; that great (sacrifice) could be (only) the 
Asvamedha since (it) involves great (i.e. amount of) 
Daksina ‘fees to be given to tlte priest’.^ [198] 

r 

^ great’, because it is bhuyodaksindka as BUB explains and the 
next line points out. This is use o^significant adjective (constituting 
the figure of speech Kavyalihga). 

“SP refers to the prescription of Apastamba Srauta Sutra: 
(where?) prdcyddidikcatustayasyddhvaryuprabhrtibhya^ caturbhyo bhumya 
vacchinnasya cdvahstasya dhanasya sadasyebhyo daksindtvena deyatd. 
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Prajapati, inspired (by the performance) desired, ‘Let me 
perform (that sacrifice) once again’, since in his previous 
life the Lord was kindled with the pride: ‘I am the soul of 
the sacrifice.’ [ 199 ] 

This presupposes the continued cycle of births for Prajapati; 
since he had an Ego that he was the performer or maker of the sacri¬ 
fice. This naturally leads to the Upanisadic idea of the working 
of mayd in the form of one’s entertaining the notion that one is 
the agent of so many ritualistic activities. Also it entails the notion 
of the Lingatman for every human being, just as Hiranyagarbha, 
the sacrifice!', continued to have the Lingatman. 


^ n ^oo M 

II II 

The statement (in the Sruti) bhuyo yajeta ‘let me again 
sacrifice’ is m,ade with reference to the performance of a 
sacrifice accomphshed in a previous life, for there would 
ever be its inspiration by the thought (i.e. the pride) of 
(having performed) it. [200] 

The Lord, having only the nature of oneness in duality, 
becam.e (possessed of the thought that he was) Hhe soul of 
the sacrifice’. Thus he has here become the result of that 
(sacrifice) and., therefore, the word bhuyah ‘again’ is used 
(in the §ruti)i. [201 ] 

^SP well brings out the purport of these two verses thus: 
sddhakdvasthdydm dirghakdlam adarena nirantaratayd hiranyagarbho 
^smiti bhdvandvasdd ubhayavidhakratvdtmd prajdpatir eva sama^tivyasty- 
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dtmd sampannah sann eiatkalpddau kratuphalatdm yato ydtas tato 
bhuyahSabdo yuktimdn ily arthah. 

In the universe^ also it is seen that all effect is dependent 
on the cause^; (so it is said in Gita 3.33*:) ‘all beings act 
under the influence of nature, what (then) can resttaint 
do?’ [202] 


^Tliis refers to vyavahdrdvaslha. 

*That is; Prakrti is responsible for every performance of a 
human being. So then, it impels even Prajapati to perform a 
sacrifice. 

*Tlus is the Smrti support for the pltilosopliical thought. 

cRSIHlgrT: M n 

[Tills explains prana vaiyah viryam (BU 1.2.6).] 

Let it be understood here that prdnas^ are fame, since tliey 
are tlie only cause of fame and potency; fame they are, 
because of their being in the form of lusti-e or glory (i.e. 
knotvn everywhere) and potency, thanks to being the cause 
of their strength.* [ 203 ] 

^Pranas ai’e organs of sense, viz. eye etc.; ci. pranas caksiiradayah 
(BUB p. 39). 

Hadbalahetutah is tadbalahetutvatah, cf. SP asti ca dehe tesdm 
balahetulvam... 

fTfII || 

[ Tiffs explains tad evamyahviryabhutesu... (BUB p. 39). ] 
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Fame (and) potency (as well) departed from Viraj who 
was weakened by fatigue; for both fame and potency, 
originating from it, are here^ the Lihgatman 'the subtle 
seir.2 [204] 


^The word iha refers to the gross body. 

“Read NKL; sthuladehe prdnasambandhe saty eiea yaso viryarh 
ndsati ityanvayavyatirekasiddliam ity arthah. 

[This explains iasyaprajdpate/L.,sarire inana dslt (BUBp. 39).] 

(Even at tliis time^) Prajapati had an attachment to the 
body of the previous life even though he was devoid of (i.e. 
removed from that former) body. Indeed giving up an 
attachment cannot be possible (for one) without becom¬ 
ing aware of tlie oneness (of the two bodies-). [ 205 ] 

^Tliis is to be added in view of verses 199-200 above. 

^^These are: The body of the previous and the present birth. 
This really means the continuation of the same life in different 
bodies. But, even though tlte objects enjoyed in the earlier life do 
not any more exist, the longing for them persists (even in the 
subtle body). This is supported by SP which refers to Gud 2.59: 
^isayd vhiivartate nirdhdrasya dehinahjrasavarjam.,. 


[Verses 206-227 explain BU 1.2.7. And this verse clarifies sa 
tasminn eva sarire... (BUB p. 39).] 


Having an attachment to the body tliat arose (in him), 
he, full of longing entertained a desire for what is fit for a 
saciifice etc.^, owing to his wish to obtain oneness in nature 
with it. ^ 1*206; 
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This verse stresses furtlter tlie notion of sahga mentioned in 
the preceding verse. 

^The tvord medhya has here a reference to tlie body and not to 
offerings of sacrifice, because already a reference is made to 
Prajapati’s wish for becoming dtmanvi —it is repeated here in BU 
1.2.7 also. 


tlcftS’3tT?rftS5^sg: : u it 

(And) since tlie Prana then stvelled^ (Ins) body, wltich was 
devoid of fame and potency on account of His separation 
from Prajapad-, he became a horse; (he became) 
Prajapati.® [207] 

^The word asvayat is for a Vedic form aivat from root Jvi ‘to 
swell, grow, increase’. Or, is it, by any chance, an arcliaic form 
of asvayat from the denominative root ahaya ‘to act like a horse’ 
(i.e. ‘to enter like a horse’)? 

-The words ‘(his) body’ refer to the gross manifest form of 
an individual sacrificer tvho is far removed from the status of 
Prajapati, the Hiranyagarbha—tltis has reference to tlte disappea¬ 
rance of Pranas mentioned in verse 203 above. The verse uses 
the word ka in kaviyogatah for conveying tire sense of Prajapati in 
keeping with later (tJpanisadic, or perhaps post-Upanisadic) 
tendency to do so. kaviyoga is understood from verse 204 above. 

®Tlus is said with a view to averting the idea of the non-iden¬ 
tity of the horse in the form of the body and Prajapati. Tliis 
suggests that the horse, being Prajapati, is worship-deserving. 

N 

[ Tills explains tlie reason for Asvainedlia to be Prajapati’s 
name. ] 

Since tlie body, from wliich (the earlier) extant fame and 
potency had disappeared and wliich had thus become unfit 




90 


Sureivara's Vdrlika on Asva and Asoamedha Brdhmana 


for sacrifice^, (now) became fit for sacrifice owing to the 
entry of that (i.e. Prajapati) (into it); for tliis reason, the 
Lord has become this^ Asvamedha^. [ 208 ] 

^Cf. medhya in verse 206 above. 

^That means ‘well-known’. 

^Cf. SP: sariram hi prdnaviyogdt, 

vrtrfTPrfaT II II 

(The above) is stated with a view to (explaining) how the 
Asva 'horse’ and Asvamedha 'the horse-sacrifice’ would 
become praised in a proper manner, on account of their 
being of the nature of Prajapati. [209] 

HTJJrm II 
’IP2T 11 n 

[This explains the purpose of esa ha va asvamedliam (BU 
1-2.7).] ^ 


(Now) it is proper to prescribe (lit. state) the worship 
together of the horse, wltich has a body comprising of 
time, region etc.^, and Fire together—therefore, for this 
purpose, follows the subsequent (part of the) work.- [210] 


^This refers to the contents of BU 1.1.1. The word ‘etc.’ refers 
to the deity (of the sacrifice). 

, BU 1.1.1 there was discussion of the worship of the horse; 

. '^us no mention of the worship of fire. Therefore, the section 
m BU which begins with ?ia ha va asvamedliam has the purpose of 
s owing that the two so-called ■ worships are not different and 
ut they together form but one worship. 


'RPTlftrffr *TT srTi7F?r2T#:T 'TTT U II 
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[ Tills verse explains the purpose of the injunction asvamedham 
veda (BU 1.2.7).] 

Tills later Sruti^ proceeds indeed for tlie purpose of aver¬ 
ting the undesirable contingent situation that the words 
(Asva and Agni), wliich might not go together with each 
other owing to the absence of such words as prescribe 
(the worship of) Asva.- [211] 

Hereby is bridged over tlie apparent distance betsveen ritual 
and pliilosophy. The purpose of die following passages is to 
assert that the worship of Asva and die worsliip of Fhe are not 
two different worsliips. 

^Tlie injunction: a§vamediiam veda, 

^SP and NKL point out that, though die words adititvarh 
veda are noticed in respect of the worsliip of Asva (BU 1.2.5), 
tiiey are not pradhdnavidhi which is desired to be stated. Cf. also 
Anandagiri on BUB: purvatra kriydpadasya...iti bkdvah (p. 39). 


irqr m (I 

^ M w 

[ Tills verse connects ya enam evam veda with the injunction 
kept in view by the preceding verse and gives the full meaning 
intended, viz. ‘he should know die Asvamedha according to the 
description wliich follows.’ ] 

He, who has thus known the Asvamedha in its true nature 
and also as having that nature which will be described 
(hereafter), should therefore know (the same) accor¬ 
dingly^. ' [212] 

^According to the description which follows. 

II II 
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CN 

?frS5“OTCTT?T II II 

O O N 

cf^: ^ ^TOlH^cTTcM^t M M 

[The following well compares witli a^vadrsti etc. in BUBV 
1 -1—this is asvamedhadrsti on the same pattern.] 


Having formed a notion about Itis own body^ as the horse, 
possessed of the properties of kdla, loka etc.“ and being 
possessed of that kind of body^, the grandfatlier of all the 
world thought to Itimself, [213] 

‘Let me perform the Asvamedha once again.’ Then he let 
loose himself, a horse, who is possessed of tlae nature of 
earth, lokas ^tc. (and) who has no restraint whatever, [214] 

till the end of the year, (to move about) according to its 
sweet will and without any check. Then, after a year was 
over, he killed that (horse) also for his own sake. [ 215 ] 


^The word dtman here means ‘body’. 

^The word ‘etc.’ refers to the deity as in verse 210 above, 
body on which are imposed the characteristics of kdla^ loka 



:HII II 


[ This is a comment on pastin devaldbhyah... (BU 1.2.7).] 


That Prajapati (then) offered domestic and wild animals 
to the other deities as had become the limbs of Ins own 
body in Qjjg Qj. otlaer as is laid down (in the 

scriptures). [216] 

[There follows a comment on tasmdl sarvadevatya... (BTJ 
1.2.7).] 


5ftfia5T «T5fiq?q II u 
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»|c!Trg3TfMqcHm H II 


[There follows a comment on tasmdt,,.sarvadevatya.. (BU 

1.2.7).] 

Since Viraj did tlius, therefore, only do tlie ritualists in 
tliis world kill a horse dedicated to Prajapati (and under¬ 
stand as one) made up of all deities, when it is sprinkled 
over with water. [217] 

Since (this is so,) therefore one, who knows tlie trutli tliat 
is tlms explained (in tlie Upanisad) should, witli a wish 
(to obtain the nature of) Mrtyu, perform the said (ritual) 
accoringly. [218] 












[ Verses 219-227 are the explanation of the result of the wor¬ 
ship of Asvamedha. ] 

Having enjoined (lit. described) tlie nature of the activity 
of worsliip (i.e. performance of tlie ritual), now proceeds 
tlie later (portion of tlie) Sruti, with the specification: esa 
vd, . indeed with a desire to state its result (lit. fruit) . [ 219 ] 

^That is, esa ha vd,,,; the word ha is dropped in the verse for 
the sake of meti’e. 


51^^ H n II 

And (in the Sruti beginning widi) sa esa,,,is directly 
pointed out as the result the one^ that is secured by darsatia^ 
etc. and has the horse as its means (for accomplishing tlie 
desfied result^). [ 220 ] 

^This refers to the Sun in tlie sky. That is to say, tiie perform¬ 
ance of Asvamedha results into the actual worsliip of Aditya. 
^The word dariana is notliing but updsand as seen in the be- 
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ginning of this Brahmana, viz. in 1.2.1 and also in 1.1.1, and tlie 
word ‘etc.’ means manana. This refers to the identification of the 
different parts of the ritual as the objects in the worship of fire. 
^This refers to the actual performance of Asvamedha. 


II 

II II 

In the Sruti beginning with usd is stated daat tlie Sun itself 
is the Asvamedha (which is accomplished^) by the only 
way of (viz. creating) apurva through the performance of 
the Asvamedha. [ 221 ] 



SP supports the meaning of the verse by a line from ManU“ 
smrti^ viz. 3.76: agnau prdstdhutih samyag ddityam upatisthatah ... 

^Accomplishing the performance of the Asvamedha is per¬ 
forming the worship of the Sun and thereby becoming one with 
Him. This signifies tire oneness of the dar§ana and karman (as in 
thepieceding verse). Cf. NKL: (on that verse) asvamedhopdsanctm 
c§vamedha§ cdditya evety arthah. 







^ ^Tf?T^sfT?r: || 


Year is the nature of that (Sun) because it has only Aditya 

be collected and 
been described before as an aspect of that 
(Aditya) who is the form of the sacrifice, as said before, [ 222 ] 


Q ^ Ji3.ture of the result, i.e. this very terrestrial fire, 
bo are these three worlds the forms^ of that (Aditya) as 
said before. [ 223 ] 


^dtmanah-sarirdvqyvdh; the very body which has the worlds 
as its limbs. 
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I 

As said before, Aditya and Agni, who are two forms (of the 
Asvamedha), (of the sacrifice) being its ineans^ and also 
the sacrifice, have, on performing tlieir own duties^, 
become but one, viz. the Prana^. [ 224 ] 

^It sigmfies ‘by porducing tlie result of the performance’. 
“Even these two deities have to perform tlieir role in the 
Asvamedha and then tliey attain tlie higher status of Prana etc. 
^The word asu is used here in feminine to indicate prdnadevata 
' (f-) ‘the deity of the name Prana’. Or, is this a case of double 

sarhdhi? 


[This explains apapunar mrtyuni jayate (BU 1.2.7).] 


(And) Mrtvui, who is described as possessed of hungei 
and devourer of all foods, is himself the s_elf of one vv o 

known (tire Brahman) and (also) the Atman tlra t 

be without old age and without death. 

, ■Like the word asu in the previous verse, tire “"j 
? x^cJ in the feminine drereby to indicate mrlyudmlu that 
tdeirtical with the Atman. 


[Tlris explains mrtyur asya (BU 1.2.7)-] 

/I Ivlrtyu 

And since he (die learned man) is ^ (^es (m the 

bodily death would not affect liim • ^ nrl<? bv bi^ 

^sual sense), he is liberated from a ^ [226] 

Prana. 
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iTlus is further described in the style of die Brdhmanas as. 
etasam devatandm eko bhavati at the end of BU 1.2.7. 

[explains etdsdTh devatandm.,,^ 

By the performance of the worship as described (herein), 
a wise man becomes this Atman which is non-distinct 
from all the deities which are differentiated by the varietv 
(of names) Agni etc. 1221 \ 

II iti prathatnddhydyasya dvitiyam aivamedhabrdhmanam samdptamU 
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[Figure (s) in the parentheses indicate the number(s) of verses under 
translation. Verses of BUBV 1.2 are indicated only by the verse 
number, and verses of BUBV 1.1 are indicated by prefixing 1.1 to 
the verse number. E.g. (100) for BUBV 1.2.100 and (1.1.3) for 
BUBV 1.1.3.] 


cikdrakaiva 

oksavat 

a^ni 


Gfikura 

a nk urakum hhava t 

<inga 

aja 

ajara 

ajdta 

ajfidta 

ojfldtasatattvaka 
oj fianddhigania 


ajndtdrtha 

^jndtatvdpamdrsfyartham 

^jd.dndntipamarda 

^jndjiaikavyapdhaya 

(itisaya 

atlta 

atitaisyat 

attr 

Gttfsarga 

aditi 

^dhydtmddliidaiva 


not having the character of agent (116) 
like direct perception (56) 
fire (1.1.5; 1), Agni ( = Atman, Prajapati, 
Mrtyu) (148; 149; 157; 161; 166; 167; 
171; 195; 224; 227) 
a sprout (38; 43) 
like a sprout and/or a pitcher (34) 
limb (1.1.3; 1.1.4),part (1.1.3) 


unborn (26; 126) 

without old age (225) 

not born (64) 

not known (64) 

whose nature is not known (9) 

knowledge of (some earlier) unknown 


(object) (24) 

arlier) unknown object (23) 

• wiping away (i.e. removal of) the un¬ 
knownness (of objects) 




atr^lii rests purely (‘•=- 
Jorance (about tire Atman) (129) 
:ellence ( 16 ; 23; 46) 

atS'SiLh eLsted in the past and (that) 
ich will exist in the future (108,113) 
er (195) 

ation of eaters (1/0 ) 

of'tlie’ body and (deities) 

uperintending over tliem (141) 
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adhyatmadyadhi 

ananyadrk 

anavasthd 

anasla 

andgata 

andvaraiiatd 

anupalahdhi 

anumd 

amimeya 

amtpanna 

anumdna 

antarbhdva 

anytarydmin 

anonyavyatirekitva 

anyonydtmakatd 

anyvonydvisayatva 

maya 

apaviddhdtiiiti 


apahnuii 

a§lldksasarhsdra 

apratigha 

abhdva 

abhdvatva 

■abhdvavacas 

abhidhdna 

abhivyakti 

abhivyakta 

abhivyaktidharmatva 

abhiscjfivydpti 

abhUta 

amara 

ayutasiddhata 

arka 

arcana 

avadhrti 

■avadhyavadhimadbheda 


limiting adjunct beginning with that which 
belongs to a body (159) 
one unlike any other (thing) (26) 
infinite regress (65; 86) 
not destroyed, existent (69) 
future (109) 

state of not being a cover (of anodicr) (95) 

non-perception (4; 5; 53) 

reasoning (111) 

something to be inferred (31) 

unproduced (69) 

inference (30) 

being included, inclusion (95) 
the entrant (i.e. existent) within (131) 
state of having existence distinct from each 
other (14) 

being of the nature of each other (14) 
not being the objects of each other (70) 
continuation (51) 

(knowledge) which has set aside (the possi- 
o'lO) excelling (knowledge) 

concealment (16) 

that which has withdrawn (lit. swallowed) 

the entire existence (urn*verse) (131) 
unobstructed (173) 
non-existence (17; 19; 114; 115) 

character of non-existence ( 20 ) 

the statement of non-existence (of some 
defects etc.) (16) 
name (15) 

manifestation (77; 92; 97; 98) 
revealing (87) 
manifest (77) 

having the characteristic of being revealed (74) 
pervasion (16) 
accepted (lit. desired) (26) 
without death (225) 

'^^(12?^'^ having inseparable existence 

Agm known as Arka (1.1.5; 147; 148; 149; 
166) 

Arcana, i.e. offering worship (145) 
(emphatic) assertion (84) 
distinction, between limitation and what is 
limited (in existence) (118) 






Select Glossary 


99 


avajava 

(ivijfidtdimqyatJiatmya 

avidyd 

aviivdsa 

avyakta 

avyaya 

avydkrta 

asandyddimatti'a 

aiandydvat 

astaksatidvastha 

asadvastu 

QsddkdrcujLariipa 

asiira 

dgama 

dtnian 

dtmanvi 

Qimahetuhd 

ddikartf 

dditya 

dyatana 

dvararia 

^^arambhanga 

dvrtaid 

dvrta 

dvrtatva 

dvrti 

fJa 

Uvara 

^itpanna 

^itpatti 

^tpatsii 

^dbhuti 

^^pamarda 

^pdddna 

iipdya 

<^ikdtmya 

^^^dtmydvabodhana 

^^^dtmyabodhamdtra 

^i^varya 

^draka 

^dra^a 

^drariatritaya 


limb (1.1.2) 

whose true nature has not been known (125) 

Ignorance (135; 136; 137) 

want of faith (65) 

unmanifest (77) 

imperishable (126) 

not differentiated (131), unmanifest (143) 
state of having hunger etc. (181) 
who is oppressed by hunger (225) 
having eight states (i.e. forms) (69) 
non-existent thing (15) 

(things) having different shapes or of different 
forms (56) 
demon (159) 

Agama (i.e. Sruti), traditionally accepted 
scripture (30) 

body (1.1.4; 144; 213; 223) 

being who possesses a body (144) 

destroyer of one’s own cause (17) 

fii-st creator (162) ^ 

Aditya, the Sun (222; 224) 

abode (10) 

covering (93) 

destroying, i.e. removal of the covering (106) 
state of being covered (106) 
covered (93) 

state of being covered (96) 


cover (88) 

the Lord (1.1*9? 109; 110; 137) 
the Lord (1.1.9) 
produced (69; 92) 
origination (2; 3) 

wanting to (i.e. about to) be produced (69) 


ise (43) ' 

,ct of destroying (39), destruction (41) 

laterial (cause) (126) 
leans (27) 
awn (1.1.2) 

,eing of one nature (49) 

^ • rr ^ware of oneness (with the 
ecommg aware 

Brahman) (203) 

nly the knowledge of uniqueness 28 

apacity for effecting something (87) 
gent (116) n 1 9) 

source or cause (1.1.9) 
wee causes (82; 8o; 86) 
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trini kdrandni 
tray am kdranam 
kdrydpyayatva 
kdryotpattisthitilaya 

kdlddi 


kdlalokddivapus 

kdlalokddidharmin 

kutastha 

kratvdtman 

krama 

kriydtmatva 

kriydbheda 

kriydvijndnaiaktitva 


kriydvijhdnasaktydtman 


klrpta 

ksafiika 

ksariikatva 

ksetrajMtr 

gati 

garbhdtida 

grasis^u 

ghasmara 

cit 

f^ityandmdrtham 


jagat 


j^gdhanihsesablja 

janimat 

janma 

jndna 

j^namdtrasatattva 

jyotih 

tamas 

tdddtmya 

tirobhuti 

tittirddi 


tlirce causes (84) 
three causes (84) 

state of being merged into the effect (9) 
production, existence and merger of an 
effect (82) 

kdla (its division) and otlier aspects (Wz. 
loka ‘region’, devatd) connected with 
AsVamedha sacrifice (1.1.2; 1.1.3; 1.1.4) 
having forms of kdla and loka etc. (210) 
having properties like kdla and loka etc. (213) 
immutable (137) 

(being) the soul of sacrifice (1.1.6; 199; 

201 ; 222 ) 

sequence or successive order (of creation) 
(180) 

being of the nature of an action (116) 
difference between two actions (102) 
being the capacity for action and knowledge 
(154) 

having of the capacity for knowledge for 
activity (138) 
imagined (119) 
momentary (62; 63) 
momentariness (6,1; 62; 63) 
knower of a field (which becomes possessed 
of body [ksetra) (137) 
going (18; 42) 

(golden) egg (178) 
devourer (126) 

devourer (voracious) (182; 225) 

Sentience (157) 

for indicating the name of (fire) which is to 
be collected (from a suitable source) (149) 
universe (1.1.9; 22; 31; 80; 126; 174; 176; 
192;202) 

the entire seed (of which) is eaten up (191) 
having a birth (39) 
production (lit. birth) (52) 

Knowledge (172) 

which is of the nature of mere knowledge (9 ) 
fire (142) 

darkness (99; 100; 104; 136) 
oneness of something with another (1.1.6; 
23) 

concealment (92) 

Tittira and other birds (187) 
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dariana 

dcvaidlman 
dva itaikatvdtiiiaka 


dvaividhya 

Tiariisfr 

nasfa 

ndiddikrt 


ndiabliedaviniddhdrthaprameya 

iiidrd 

Tiih ^/vrt 

nihniiti 

nfirfigavat 

parmdna 

pinda 


pratijiid 

pratijfldriha 

pratisedha 

pratyaksa 

pratyksam 

pralyagrupa 

pratyabhijnd 
pratyarthin 
' prabhavisijLu 
prabhu 
pramdria 
praindnatd 
pramdriavydprti 
prameya 
prayatnatah 
prayoga 
prdjdpatya 
prdjdpatyatva 
prdgabhava 
prdmdnyavat 
prdnadi 

prdndtman 
bud dhi 


Upasana (worship, lit. seeing) (1.1.1; 1; 

220 ) 

forms of various divinities (164) 
having the nature of oneness in duality 
(123;176;201) 
being of two types (88; 92) 
destroyer (18; 42) 
destroyed (92) 

cause of (eight states of a thing) beginning 
with destruction (69) 
object of knowledge which is opposed (in 
nature) to destruction or discreteness (68) 
sleep (133) 
to be happy (160) 
concealment (5) 

like the horns of a human being (74) 
pervader (lit. measurer) (ofproducts) (181) 
body (8;155) 

a lump (44; 46; 50; 51; 52; 53; 54; 55; 57; 
93) 

enunciation (21; 22) j 

the thing enunciated (64) 
denial (113) 

direct perception (30; 58; 59; 68; 110) 
directly perceptible (46; 220) 
directly manifest (56) 

one having the form of inner self (of an 
individual) (26) 

recognition (of a thing) (61; 62; 64) 
opponent (68) 
ruler (126) 

Lord (199; 201) 

means of knowing (79) 

status of a means of knowing (24) 

operation of a means of knowing (105) 

object of knowledge (19) 

with (every) effort (161), cL yatna below 

application (31) 

nature of Prajapati (209; 217) 

status of being Prajapati (1.1.1) 

prior non-existence (114; 117; 1187) 

authoritativeness (25) 

subtle Prana and gross things of the world 

( 2 ) 

of the nature of Prana, i.e. Atman (196) 
knowledge (62; 63; 65; 67) 
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brahman 

than 

hhdvand 

bhdvyartha 

bhuyodaksinaka 

mdna 

Tndndbhsda 

tndnameya 

mdyd 

mili 

mithiina 

milky d, 

mulakdrarta 

muldtman 

^rgdmbudhi 

mvsdtva 

medhya 

nieydbhaiva 

^O^dbhisaihgata 

melana 

moha 

yaina 

yoga 

lobdlidtmaka 

linga 

Ungdtman 

^o-rtamdnanisedha 

vdjivat 

vijndna 

vijnanalambanatva 

oijndnamdtra 

^ijndndvyatirekitva 

vidyd 

vibhakta 

vibhu 

viruddhdvyabhicdritva 

virodhitva 

vivdda 

vUvakrt 


God Brahma (162) 
the sound Bhan (185) 
impulse (176) 
forthcoming object (112) 
requiring large amount of fees to be given to 
a priest (198) 

means of knowing (45; 53; 54; 79; 101) 
non-distinction from tlie means of knowing 
(23) 

means of knowledge and tlie object of know¬ 
ing (79) 

Maya { = avidyd) (135) 

inference (45) 

union (lit. couple) (174) 

false (109) 

prime cause (175) 

first Atman (165) 

mirage, lit. ocean perceived by a deer (in 
some desert) (71) 
falsity (72; 73) 
fit to be sacrificed (206; 208) 
look of an object of knowing (103) 
united (i.e. become one) with tlie object of 
knowledge (103) 

coming together or collection (85) 
Ignorance (lit. infatuation) (130) 
effort (29; 96; 106) 
specification (140; 219) 
connection (122) 

that which has come into existence (88) 
cause (58) 

Inference (59) 
subtle Atman (204) 

denying the existence of an existent (112) 
horse sacrifice ( = Asvamedha) (166) 
idea (19) 

being the basis of some idea (75) 
mere idea (22 ) 

not being apart from an idea (25) 
Knowledge (146; 157) 
discrete (objects) (95) 

(all-)pervader (145) 
invariable opposition (59; 60) 
being opposed (to each other) (14) 
dispute (32) 
maker of all (124) 
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virya 

vairdja 

vyaktfivvoktdtman 

potency (203; 204; 207; 208) 

belonging to Viraj (152) 

nature or form of the manifest and tlie 

vyapade^a 

unmanifest (136) 
assertion (114; 117) 
name (119) 

vyavadlicina 

obstacle to, or what covers the view (90; 
104; 107) 

vyavahdra 

vyaUisamstydtman 

worldly dealings (89; 163) 

Brahman \vhich assumes individual forms 
and a unified form (152) 

vydkrti 

vydpdra 

^aktyavasthd 

modification (132) 
activity (107) 

the state of (tlie Braliman, the Sutratman) 
having the capacity for creation (150) 

^iJii 

§i§uvaktrkd 

young one (185; 1878) 

(something) spoken by a child (i.e. an ignorant 
person) (41) 

hiddh asamskd rdsraya 

purely the abode (i.e. support) for (various) 
modifications (131) 

samyagjiidna 

saihvatsara 

true Knowledge (133) 

Aditya (171; 181; 222) 
a year (215) 

samvydpti 

satattva 

sailatlvaka 

satpratisfha 

saddiman 

samaslitva 

samudra 

sambandha 

pervasion (43) 
true nature (9) 

having the true nature of the existent (29) 
having the existent as support (10) 
having the nature of an existent (91) 
one unified form (159) 

Samudra (1.1.9); Viraj (8; 123; 124; 125) 
relation (66; 115; 116; 119; 121) 
mutual relationship (14) 

sarvamaryddd 

sarvavddin 

sarva^akti 

sarvasunyatvavadin 

sahetuka 

sthdyin 

svavibhuti 

svdtmdjhdnaja 

svdtmaikdj ndnavrtta 

svdbhdsavarlman 

svdbhdsdndtmajanma 

all bounds (of morality) (182) 

Sarvastivadin (24) 
omnipotent (126) 

Sunyavadin, nihilist (21 ) 
having a cause (19) 
object that continued to exist (67) 
expansion of oneness (145) 
produced from ignorance of one*s self (? ) 
effect of its own ignorance (126) 
channel of one’s own appearances (127) 
(Ignorance) which arises from non-self 
resembling itself (137) 






104 

hetu 

hetumat 

hnuti 
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reason (21; 22) 

having a cause (33) 

renioval (lit. concealment) (100; 104) 




BIBLIOGRAPHY 


TEXTS 

Brahmasrdra^dfikarabhd^'a with the Commentaries Bhdmatx, Kclpataru and Parimala, 
Bombay : Nirnaya Sagar Press, 1917. 

Brhaddranyakopanisad with Safikard's Commentary, AiiSS 15, Poona : 1891. 

Brhaddranyakopanisadbhd^'avdrtika with Anandagiri's Commentary; ^dsiraprakdiikd 
3 vols., AnSS 16, Poona : 1892-94. 

Brhaddranyakavdrtikasdra o/'Ghowkamba Sanskrit Series Nos. 205-208, 
243-244, 257-258, 271-272, Benares: 1915-1919. 

Nydyakalpalatikd, vol. 2, (ed.) V. Subrahmanya Sastri, Tirupati : Kendriya 
Sanskrit Vidyapeetha, 1975. 

Sarnbandhai'driika of SureJvara, (ed. & tr.) T.M.P. Mahadevan, Madras : Uni¬ 
versity of Madras, 1972. 

BOOKS 

Plino, S., Sure^vara's Vdrtika on Tdjriavalkya-Maitreyl Dialogue, Delhi : Motilal 
Banarsidass, 1982. 

Jog, K.P. & S. Hino, Sureivara^s Vdrtika on Madhu Brdhnana, Delhi : Motilal 
Banarsidass, 1988. 

Limaye, V.P. & R.D. Vadekar, Eighteen Principal Upanisads, vol. 1, Poona: 
Vaidika Samshodhana Mandala, 1958. 

Madhavananda, S., (tr.) The Bfhadarat^yaka Upanisad, Calcutta : Advaita 

Ashrama, 1975. 

Roer, E., (tr.) The Twelve Principal Upanisads, vol. 2, Madras : Theosophical 
Publishing House, 1931. 








VERSE INDEX 


Figure I.l precedes verses from BUBV l.I 
No figure precedes verses from BUBV 1.2. 


1.1.6 
^TcT 130 
3i^i <'ji 128 

^ •"•■41 n?227 
78 

?urrr^ 26 

?T5TTrrc^rTlTTC2?5f!TTr 101 
^r^TKf JTFif 64 
^rarrarfsrTrJt 24 
132 

VD 

?TdTdCi^4<idR^T 108 

•\ s 

aimd^s^FT^'tsqfs^ 109 

•v 

SRts-iTRcqTOg-RSTiT 20 
^frRT^ffssT^^: srnr 170 

C N 

5I?ii"cRfq- JJRT'iTrrr 187 

C\ 

?Tqp%^q% ^?Ti- 1 

srq- 119 

—175 

^PT^r^icsR^JCT: 155 

5R^fKrr R 65 

SRTqT^^r %r^Tfr 95 
•\ 

?Rc'TRTfR^?R'F?ft 69 

NS C\ 

5R4T^^^: ?frsq-Tr 163 

NS NS N 

3T:t^ R ?rcg;^’T 31 

184 

5ir3fF^=^f%^f4K4’R 14 

•\ 


?RTtRTf4R5Tcl5 70 
207 

?F5ffe;mvf 168 

•o '^ 

?r#1’ Tf wt 147 

?l«TFcr<7Tm^% 120 
?rf^crr5R FWFir: 83 
iM4i-iRifqq’RrnKTT’T 141 
JmcTT 225 
?nfrflT 158 

O 

?r 5 R^Hf=*)qiy^ 4 —221 

?i2Rff?rqFRg;#F 1.1.7 

1. 

?i7^m#SFrFR>s«r 197 
?r54T?4’rr£n't^ =q 209 
3TFcT5^q' 116 

^■^c+T'<'4^‘ 34 

sraTOTOT^qF 56 

NS 

^T^^TfjK^rsf 183 
sricTTRF?^ 213 

?rFft f f fcT ^«n 180 

?rm ^wr: ^tcir 138 
3nW'5F% 218 

N 

174 

STRac^R^TF^ 96 

C “N 


1.2 







































108 Sure^vara’s Vdrtika on Asva and Ahamedha Brdhmana 


N 

126 

^nfir 204 

41 

N 

^<T^T^rf^ %?5FRTr 40 

C N N 

^RRq-^S^Tfq’ 148 
134 
5 160 
jrnrr 142 
'^^'■fifTs^fi' ?rir?sjFr 137 

VO 

g’fa' ?rg?cfr 115 
i^^^crT^F?n§iT?TTr 27 

^ N 

^fe?m-c2^RTrr 152 
^?rftT?r?kr^—188 

^ JT^TTcrr^^ 212 
112 

47^ll<4iic(4f^' ^ 1.1.5 
219 

^7TJr%cr# JTTq- 86 

4^f^sr4^ qf ij- 202 
^R’JTEq-ffq- n ifefc^’iT 80 • 
^l^TT>Jn5?cr^ ^7q- 190 

li 

^nTJT?T%q^cr[^ 3 

74 

^«rRT^91 

..210 

^^cr: 100 

^'S'^raRTuf q-c^q- 93 

192 

^^cfc^rrJSRTcTlTqfV 224 

^^’T^rfwqr?ft 201 

'll# rf??r 48 


fw ^ 17 

f^T ^ 51c4iW 4T 47 

§1^44^^ ^ ¥041^134 61 
tr#*4 62 

^^ilT>iiT ^THT^T 113 
^^^T%: 4TTT^ —44 

^r24Trt 111 

^snr^: srf^^RiT 176 
3nTTFxR?nT?qT^... 185 
41?]; 206 

srTf^rf^^rFrcqf^ 103 
5TFTJira?i?rv4 q? 9 

•N 

?n^T5rf^t^raft 173 

1.1.1 

N 

^ 125 
5r«lT =4'FR7Tctirq 4 

o 

179 

^Ttscg crcqTTRTg 151 
crmfenJRR^ 99 

166 

s 

^ mcrrr 222 
4nTW[?ftf^ 84 
^ETT ^4r3T^r?Trr>i'JT 171 
^?RT?rF4lWfr> 220 

c 

^^FTTT W =^Fq7T.. .98 
gd't'cqic+i'ti ^'T^T 123 
4n'zfJT 88 
«rRf%fe: ^rf^^Tir 21 
ssff^r^'ifr^ 4rT?4qTT 67 

C N 

^ =4141^^ 118 

5T ?TT?ft 18 

JT ^T^r^TRjftiff^t 122 
JT f^tnTRTlTtw 77 













































Verse Index 


109 


—92 

^ ff ^%5fer pTq-rTT 97 
f^^nifrsfq- 42 
^rrtT^qrf^T 135 
156 

^nT4’jq^=5^ 2 
^TTTr'fl^rf^^r^ 68 


f%^^n?r?foqT’%T 43 
?r?s5rf?r^'ir 12 
#5TTTreznfcTr4rt JT?4?r 226 

CON 

IT# q-tfiETcn^R' 94 
?T4T 72 


^ v?r: «rf^; 6 

O N 

73 

O N 

PrigrfcFrr f^’^rnfr^ 50 

N 


4^W-53 
fqTJST^ 55 


w-200 

g;#^sfiTq^S^ 205 
?TTfq’ 110 
JT^r^SrTqTTT^S#' 58 

5 rfTTW 5 irf#^or 79 

^’T^r^jfTswrar: 114 
5rr>T'4T47 117 

srmTcin^ ers^wrr 196 

N 

^nwrpT’j^rfe^TRforr 8 
^nTpiToz?rr#5rfe‘> 105 
9i5rfc5T4?; ?r 223 

154 

*raTT5Tl%^%q- 13 


5rRFr^fr 172 

N 

^4T4 23 


R4fgTqrFT5^fs^R 189 
RTrc^4’ f^HTcTTRJT 165 
WT^sfraf^RiRTr 71 

CO N 

ircirTr^'<ul%^ir 7 

CO N 

^c^cj 136 

CO N 

^RIcRTtroFl^rcHR 89 
?rfft RinT 51 
4^4’^>S#k44R 199 

C\ N 

VT#t 214 

c\ 

i#T^RgT4^ 198 
4rr: FpJTT^t 102 

JRIi^V.'irgTlt'f’T 217 
4’4lTtJ^^q!(i'‘i; 186 
Jlfe ScT 90 

N 

4P%fR ?TR 149 
^iRof ijr^T 45 

N 

JT^TRT^^nr 106 
ifSTf^rmr^ 144 
ir5fNF^l5^4R 203 
4?4TR^R"JnTRr5^ 167 

nD 

iTir>R34¥ 215 

VO N 

169 . 
4;f3R? 16 
^Tgn: ?R?rr4Pr 87 
^^5T54fwFi!:RiT 59 
f%5tl4l^'fa<nhc4l? 25 

N 

%g 19 

N 

fw^rFTR# q-RlFr 22 
f4i=iT3T?qTfq- ^PTc^R 37 
r^?rlc'Tfw5raTTc4T3; 146 
f^STFR'TgTWr^K 211 
f%?rT3ft5f^5T4: 46 

N 

159 









































110 


SureivaTo.’s Vdrtika on Alva and Asvamedha Bvahinana 


139 

52 

60 

R'lK'^rNXT'T^^’T 32 

1.1.8 

208 

S 

SJRSTPT WIK 104 

S 

5?ra‘JFTT^T ?R^T? 107 
^%sff? gstf?r;5*T 191 
5n: f^r 150 

^FdWl% 5 153 

1.1.3 

N 

181 

29 

'FMIR—1.1.4 
?rari^iwf% 8i 
?raT4Tww %cfirTq; 82^ 
gcqwpT ^ ¥TTr?rifFr 75 

N N 

^TT 30 

10 

^T5fls^ci?%d' 49 

N 

Ri !<xf 66 

^4rpT^lf^ 124 
?nT5 85 

133 

1.1.9 


f^li's^f 195 

c 

dd^Ff r JTcT: 194 

^fec^TT 76 
178 

g^orq-^fsa^ 5 
?! 162 

57 

c ^ 

¥TSirarcRdt cFJTr?—129 
arsq^ranq^ —140 
fa;5 %FPT’?7irrd 39 
?r?TF«TW5RtTT^Tq' 157 

C\ C' > 

^ES^gTTf^q 143 
acsqFfrqnlctdcT 177 
^Gjcfi'ir 'ETFR: 182 

161 

?:qr?^q wl aFT? 15 

q>iq^^'4T?qnT 193 

216 

C\ 

127 

38 

^qTT7?if %|;?aT?r 35 

164 

>o 

145 

«\ c 

121 

%? 36 

l^q^^rfaJTfa'qiT 33 


























































J 


. I 


I • 


K 


















SURE^VARA’S VARTIKA ON 
MADHU BRAHMANA 

Edited by Jog & Shoun Hino 


This forms a necessary sequel to Dr. Hino’s Dialogue of 
Yajnavalkya and Maitreyi in Suresvara’s Brliaclaranyakopanisa- 
dbhasyavdrtika (= Vartika 2.4) which declared that the know¬ 
ledge of the true nature of the Self (Atman) is the certain way 
to attain immortality. This has implied that the self is the origin, 
the sustainer and the ultimate end of all mundane world. 
Vartika 2.5 then provides sound reason for this implication. It 
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